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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  CA  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not- 
for-profit  religious  corporation. 


Plaintiff, 


vs . 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  through 
25,  inclusive. 


Defendants . 


)  CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

) 

)  REQUEST  FOR  JUDICIAL  NOTICE 
)  OF  DOCUMENTS  PREVIOUSLY 
)  FILED  IN  CHURCH  OF 
)  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 
)  VS.  ARMSTRONG;  AND 
)  DECLARATION  OF  LAURIE  J. 

)  BARTILSON 

) 

) 

)  DATE;  March  2,  1993 
)  TIME:  9:30  a.m. 

)  DEPT:  86 

) 

)  DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  TRIAL  DATE:  May  3,  1992 


TO  DEFENDANT  AND  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  AND  HIS  COUNSEL  OF  RECORD: 

PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  that  on  March  2,  1993,  at  8:30  a.m.,  or 
as  soon  thereafter  as  the  matter  may  be  heard  in  Department  86  of 
the  above-entitled  Court,  located  at  111  N.  Hill  Street,  Los 
Angeles,  California,  Plaintiff  CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  will  and  hereby  does  request  that  this  Court  take 
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judicial  notice  of  the  documents  set  forth  in  the  accompanying 
Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  all  of  which  have  been 
previously  filed  in  this  litigation. 


DATED:  March  2 


H : \ARMSTR0M\JUD I C I AL . GA 


1993  Respectfully  submitted, 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 


By: _ 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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DECLARATION  OF  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON 


I,  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  hereby  depose  and  state: 

1.  I  am  an  attorney,  licensed  to  practice  law  in  the  State 
of  California.  I  am  a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Bowles  &  Moxon 
and  am  counsel  of  record  for  plaintiff  and  cross-defendant  Church 
of  Scientology  International  ("CSI")  in  the  above  referenced 
action. 

2 .  Attached  hereto  are  true  and  correct  copies  of  the 
following  documents  concerning  which  Plaintiff  requests  the  Court 
to  take  judicial  notice  pursuant  to  Evidence  Code  §451,  et  sea. 
Each  of  these  documents  are  part  of  the  record  of  this  case,  as 
noted  below. 

3.  Minute  Order  of  May  28,  1992,  issued  by  the  Honorable 
Judge  Ronald  Sohigian,  granting  the  preliminary  injunction 
against  Armstrong  and  specifying  the  terms  of  that  injunction 

[Ex.  A], 

4.  Notice  of  Ruling  (re.  Preliminary  Injunction,  including 
Minute  Order  of  May  28,  1992  and  evidence  of  payment  by  Plaintiff 
of  $70,000.00  undertaking  as  set  forth  in  said  Minute  Order), 
filed  June  5,  1992  [Ex.  B] . 

5.  Declaration  of  Andrew  H.  Wilson  in  Support  of  Motion 
for  Preliminary  Injunction  (with  attached  exhibits,  including 
copy  of  Settlement  Agreement  of  December  6,  1986) ,  filed  on 
February  4,  1992  as  Exhibit  2  to  Evidence  Submitted  in  Support  of 
Plaintiff's  Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction  [Ex.  C] . 

6.  Declaration  of  Lawrence  E.  Heller  (with  attached 
exhibits,  including  video  cassette  and  transcript  of  the  signing 
of  the  Settlement  Agreement  of  December  6,  1986),  filed  on  March 
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2,  1992  [EX.  D] . 


7.  Amended  Answer  of  Gerald  Armstrong  and  The  Gerald 
Armstrong  Corporation  to  Amended  Complaint,  filed  on  October  7, 
1992  [EX.  E]. 

I  declare  under  the  penalty  of  perjury  of  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  California  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Executed  this  2nd  day  of  March,  1993  at  Los  Angeles, 
California. 


LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON 
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DEFT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  Hay  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.m.  ) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS I  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


1  Plaintiff’s  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damaaes.  CCP 
526(2). 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf.,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co..  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller^  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  (County  of  Sacramento ^  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
206. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 
la 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 


None 


(E.R.M.) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology,  International 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  only. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight; 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
questions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful  employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 
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May  28,  1992 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M. 
lb 


Sohigian, 


Judge 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.m.  > 


BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


No  Appearances 


MATURE  OF  PROCEBDING8:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff’s  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
prior  decision. 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  ROIlSld  M.  SohiC[i&Q/  Judge 

lc 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


9  The  court  does  not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for  this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1); 
Bavpoint  Mortgage  Corn,  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc.  Trust  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED:  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 

RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation; 

Plaintiff, 

vs . 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive, 


Defendants . 


)  Case  No.  BC  052395 

) 

)  NOTICE  OF  RULING 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


TO  ALL  PARTIES  AND  THEIR  ATTORNEYS  OF  RECORD: 

PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  that  on  May  28,  1992,  the  Honorable 
Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge  of  the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 
entered  an  Order  granting  in  part  plaintiff's  motion  for 
preliminary  injunction.  A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  order  so 
entered  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A. 

PLEASE  TAKE  FURTHER  NOTICE  that  plaintiff  has  posted  the 
undertaking  referred  to  in  paragraph  7  of  the  Order,  evidence  of 
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which  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  B 


DATED:  June  5, 


H : \ARMSTR0N\N0T I CE . RUl 


1992 


Respectfully  submitted, 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 


’laintif  f 
CHURCtf-OF'  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohi^fiftS;  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


1  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 
(5)  . 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages.  CCP 
526(2). 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf . ,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co.,  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller)  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  (County  of  Sacramento)  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
2  06. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 


May  28,  1992 

\^<o 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  07  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  07  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  Hay  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 
la 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(E.R.M.) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology ,  International 
vs. 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong ,  et  al 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


MATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  only. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight; 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
questions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful  employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  07  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  07  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.n.) 


lb 


(E.R.N.) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology,  International 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS. 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


MATURE  07  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff's  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
prior  decision. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  07  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  07  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  Nay  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  judge  H.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 

lc  1  None  (e.r.n.) 


BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs. 


(Parties  and  Comsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


MATURE  07  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


9  The  court  does  not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for  this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1); 
Baypoint  Mortgage  Corp.  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc.  Trust  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED:  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 

RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 


1c  [Page  4  of  4]  Dept 


88  Judge  Sohigian 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss. 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Paul  Morantz  BY  O.S.  MAIL 

P.0.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[X]  BY  MAIL 

[X]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 


Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 


[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  235 
Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450,  San  Francisco,  CA  94104. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows: 


[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Ford  Greene  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 


[X]  BY  MAIL 

[X]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 


envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 


[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the 
above  is  true  and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must'oe  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss. 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows: 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Graham  Berry  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Lewis,  D ' Amato,  Brisbois  &  Bisgaard 
221  N.  Figueroa  St.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 


[x]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[x]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 


envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 

Tat'H  acq  Hirarf  inn  fho  corvi  rp 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation; 


) 

) 

) 


Plaintiff, 


vs. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive. 

Defendants. 


Case  No. 

DECLARATION  07  ANDREW  H.  WILSON 
IN  SUPPORT  07  MOTION  70R 
PRELIMINARY  INJUNCTION 

PILED  UNDER  SEAL 

Date:  February  14,  1992 

Time: 

Dept. 


> 


I,  ANDREW  H.  WILSON,  declare: 

1.  I  am  an  attorney  at  law,  licensed  to  practice  before  the 
Courts  of  the  State  of  California  and  before  this  Court.  I  am  a 
partner  with  the  law  firm  of  Wilson,  Ryan  &  Campilongo,  attorneys  of 
record  for  Plaintiff  Church  of  Scientology  International 
("Plaintiff") . 

2.  If  called  as  a  witness,  I  would  and  could  testify  thereto 
to  all  facts  within  my  personal  knowledge  except  for  those  stated 
upon  information  and  belief. 
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3.  Attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  is  a  true  and  correct  copy  of 
Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement  between 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong. 

4.  Attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  5  is  a  true  and  correct  copy  of 
letter  dated  August  21,  1991  to  Eric  M.  Lieberman,  Esq.  from  Gerald 
Armstrong. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct  and  that  this  Declaration  was  executed  on  /  A;  h-z 
1992  at  San  Francisco,  California. 


ANDREW  H.  WILSON 
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’AL  RELEASE  OF  ALL  CLAIMS  AND  SETTIEh^T  AGRE: 


1.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  is  made  between  Church  of  Scientology  International 
(hereinafter  "CSI")  and  Gerald  Armstrong/  (hereinafter 
"Plaintiff")  Cross-Complainant  in  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  Church 
of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 

Case  No.  420  153.  By  this  Agreement,  Plaintiff  hereby 
specifically  waives  and  releases  all  claims  he  has  or  may  have 
from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including  this  date, 
including  all  causes  of  action  of  every  kind  and  nature, 
known  or  unknown  for  acts  and/or  omissions  against  the 
officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers, 
directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel  of  CSI  as 
well  as  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  its  officers, 
agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  Religious  Technology 
Center,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel; 
all  Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entities  and  their  officers,  agents,  representatives, 
employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and 
legal  counsel;  Author  Services,  Inc.,  its  officers,  agents, 
representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate  and  its  executor;  Author’s 
Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries  and  its  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue 
Hubbard,  (all  hereinafter  collectively  referred  to  a 
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EXHIBIT  A 


"Releasees") .  .  a  parties  to  this  Agreeme.  hereby  agree  as 

follows: 

2.  It  is  understood  that  this  settlement  is  a  compromise 
of  doubtful  and  disputed  claims,  and  that  any  payment  is  not 
to  be  construed,  and  is  not  intended,  as  an  admission  of 
liability  on  the  part  of  any  party  to  this  Agreement, 
specifically,  the  Releasees,  by  whom  liability  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  expressly  denied.  In  executing  this 
settlement  Agreement,  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that  he  has 
released  the  organizations,  individuals  and  entities  listed 

in  the  above  paragraph,  in  addition  to  those  defendants 
actually  named  in  the  above  lawsuit,  because  among  other 
reasons,  they  are  third  party  beneficiaries  of  this  Agreement. 

3.  Plaintiff  has  received  payment  of  a  certain  monetary 
sum  which  is  a  portion  of  a  total  sum  of  money  paid  to  his 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn.  The  total  sum  paid  to  Mr.  Flynn 
is  to  settle  all  of  the  claims  of  Mr.  Flynn's  clients. 
Plaintiff's  portion  of  said  sum  has  been  mutually  agreed  upon 
by  Plaintiff  and  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiff's  signature 
below  this  paragraph  acknowledges  that  Plaintiff  is  completely 
satisfied  with  the  monetary  consideration  negotiated  with  and 
received  by  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that 
there  has  been  a  block  settlement  between  Plaintiff's 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  the  Church  of  Scientology 

and  Churches  and  entities  related  to  the  Church 
of  Scientology,  concerning  all  of  Mr.  Flynn's  clients  who 
were  in  litigation  with  any.  Church  of  Scientology  or  related 
entity.  Plaintiff  has  received  a  portion  of  this  bl 
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amount,  the  receipt  of  which  he  hereby  acknowledges. 
Plaintiff  understands  that  this  amount  is  only  a  portion  of 
the  block  settlement  amount.  The  exact  settlement  sum 
received  by  Plaintiff  is  known  only  to  Plaintiff  and  his 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  it  is  their  wish  that  this 
remain  so  and  that. this  amount  remain  confidential. 


Signature  ltUae"  fdc^&e^ald  Armstrong 

4.  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  above  described 
consideration,  the  mutual  covenants,  conditions  and  release 
contained  herein,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  release,  acquit  and 
forever  discharge,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  successors, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the  Releasees, 
including  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  Church  of 
Scientology  International,  Religious  Technology  Center,  all 
Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entities,  Author  Services,  Inc.  (and  for  each  organization  or 
entity,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal 
counsel) ;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his  heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate 
and  its  executor?  Author's  Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries 
and  trustee?  and  Mary  Sue  Hubbard,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 
from  any  and  all  claims,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  any 
claims  or  causes  of  action  entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  Case  No.  420  153  and  all  demands,  damages,  actions  and 
causes  of  actions  of  every  kind  and  nature,  known  or  m, 
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for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission  allegedly  done  by  the 
Releasees,  from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including  the  date 
hereof.  Therefore,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  authorize  and  direct 
his  counsel  to  dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claims  now  pending  in 
the  above  referenced  action.  The  parties  hereto  will  execute 
and  cause  to  be  filed  a  joint  stipulation  of  dismissal  in  the 
form  of  the  one  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  "A". 

A.  It  is  expressly  understood  by  Plaintiff  that  this 
release  and  all  of  the  terms  thereof  do  not  apply  to  the 
action  brought  by  the  Church  of  Scientology  against  Plaintiff 
for  Conversion,  Fraud  and  other  causes  of  action,  which 
action  has  already  gone  to  trial  and  is  presently  pending 
before  the  Second  District,  Third  Division  of  the  California 
Appellate  Court  (Appeal  No.  B005912) .  The  disposition  of 
those  claims  are  controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the 
following  paragraph  hereinafter. 


B.  As  of  the  date  this  settlement  Agreement  is  executed, 
there  is  currently  an  appeal  pending  before  the  California 
Court  of  Appeal,  Second  Appellate  District,  Division  3, 
arising  out  of  the  above  referenced  action  delineated  as 
Appeal  No.  B005912.  It  is  understood  that  this  appeal  arises 
out  of  the  Church  of  Scientology's  complaint  against 
Plaintiff  which  is  not. settled  herein.  This  appeal  shall  be 
maintained  notwithstanding  this  Agreement.  Plaintiff 
agrees  to  waive  any  rights  he  may  have  to  take  any  further 
appeals  from  any  decision  eventually  reached  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  or  any  rights  he  may  have  to  oppose  (by  responding  brief 
or  any  other  means)  any  further  appeals  taken  by  the 
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Scientology  of  v  -xifornia.  The  Church  of  ^ -ientology  of 
California  shall  have  the  right  to  file  any  further  appeals  it 
deems  necessary. 

5.  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  mutual  covenants , 
conditions  and  release  contained  herein,  and  Plaintiff 
dismissing  with  prejudice  the  action  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  Case  No.  420  153,  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
does  hereby  release,  acquit  and  forever  discharge  for  itself, 
successors  and  assigns,  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents, 
representatives,  heirs,  successors,  assigns,  legal  counsel  and 
estate  and  each  of  them,  of  and  from  any  and  all  claims,  causes 
of  action,  demands,  damages  and  actions  of  every  kind  and 
nature,  known  or  unknown,  for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission, 
allegedly  done  by  Gerald  Armstrong  from  the  beginning  of  time  to 
and  including  the  date  hereof. 

6.  In  executing  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto,  and 
each  of  them,  agree  to  and  do  hereby  waive  and  relinquish  all 
rights  and  benefits  afforded  under  the  provisions  of  Section 
1542  of  the  civil  code  of  the  State  of  California,  which 
provides  as  follows: 

"A  general  release  does  not  extend  to  claims  which 
the  creditor  does  not  know  or  suspect  to  exist  in 
his  favor  at  the  time  of  executing  the  release, 
which  if  known  by  him  must  have  materially  affected 
his  settlement  with  the  debtor.  •' 

7.  Further,  the  undersigned  hereby  agree  to  the 
following: 


A.  The  liability  for  all  claims  is  expressly  denied  by 
the  parties  herein  released,  and  this  final  compromi^ei  and 
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settlement  thei-jf  shall  never  be  treated  s  an  admission  of 
liability  or  responsibility  at  any  time  for  any  purpose. 

B.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  and  understands 
that  the  alleged  injuries  sustained  by  him  are  of  such 
character  that  the  full  extent  and  type  of  injuries  may  not 
be  known  at  the  date  hereof,  and  it  is  further  understood 
that  said  alleged  injuries,  whether  known  or  unknown  at  the 
date  hereof,  might  possibly  become  progressively  worse  and 
that  as  a  result,  further  damages  may  be  sustained  by 
Plaintiff?  nevertheless,  Plaintiff  desires  by  this  document 
to  forever  and  fully  release  the  Releasees.  Plaintiff 
understands  that  by  the  execution  of  this  release  no  further 
claims  arising  out  of  his  experience  with,  or  actions  by, 
the  Releasees,  from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including 
the  date  hereof,  which  may  now  exist  or  which  may  exist  in 
the  future  may  ever  be  asserted  by  him  or  on  his  behalf, 
against  the  Releasees. 

C.  Plaintiff  agrees  to  assume  responsibility  for 
the  payment  of  any  attorney  fee,  lien  or  liens,  imposed 
against  him  past,  present,  or  future,  known  or  unknown,  by 
any  person,  firm,  corporation  or  governmental  entity  or  agency 
as  a  result  of,  or  growing  out  of  any  of  the  matters  referred 
to  in  this  release.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  to  hold 
harmless  the  parties  herein  released,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 
from  any  liability  arising  therefrom. 

D.  Plaintiff  agrees  never  to  create  or  publish  or 
attempt  to  publish,  and/or  assist  another  to  create  for 
publication  by  means  of  magazine,  article,  book  or  o 
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similar  form,  l  _  writing  or  to  broadcast  :  to  assist 
another  to  create,  write,  film  or  video  tape  or  audio  tape 
any  show,  program  or  movie,  or  to  grant  interviews  or  discuss 
with  others,  concerning  their  experiences  with  the  Church  of 
Scientology,  or  concerning  their  personal  or  indirectly 
acquired  knowledge  or  information  concerning  the  Church  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  and  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 
Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  will  maintain  strict 
confidentiality  and  silence  with  respect  to  his  experiences 
with  the  Church  of  Scientology  and  any  knowledge  or 
information  he  may  have  concerning  the  Church  of  Scientology, 
L.  Ron  Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals  and 
entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  Plaintiff  expressly 
understands  that  the  non-disclosure  provisions  of  this 
subparagraph  shall  apply,  inter  alia,  but  not  be  limited,  to 
the  contents  or  substance  of  his  complaint  on  file 
in  the  action  referred  to  in  Paragraph  1  hereinabove  or  any 
documents  as  defined  in  Appendix  "A”  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  films,  photographs, 
recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such  materials  which 
concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of  Scientology,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals,  or  entities 
listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  The  attorneys  for  Plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  ethical  limitations  restraining  them  as 
promulgated  by  the  state  or  federal  regulatory  associations 
or  agencies,  agree  not  to  disclose  any  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  settlement  negotiations,  amount  of  the  , 
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settlement,  or  i  tements  made  by  either  p  ’Y  during 
settlement  conferences.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  if  the  terms  of 
this  paragraph  are  breached  by  him,  that  CSI  and  the  other 
Releasees  would  be  entitled  to  liquidated  damages  in  the 
amount  of  $50,000  for  each  such  breach.  All  monies  received 
to  induce  or  in  payment  for  a  breach  of  this  Agreement,  or 
any  part  thereof,  shall  be  held  in  a  constructive  trust 
pending  the  outcome  of  any  litigation  over  said  breach.  The 
amount  of  liquidated  damages  herein  is  an  estimate  of  the 
damages  that  each  party  would  suffer  in  the  event  this 
Agreement  is  breached.  The  reasonableness  of  the  amount  of 
such  damages  are  hereto  acknowl edged  by  Plaintiff. 

E.  With  exception  to  the  items  specified  in  Paragraph  7(L), 
Plaintiff  agrees  to  return  to  the  Church  of  Scientology 
International  at  the  time  of  the  consummation  of  this  Agreement, 
all  materials  in  his  possession,  custody  or  control  (or  within 
the  possession,  custody  or  control  of  his  attorney,  as  well  as 
third  parties  who  are  in  possession  of  the  described  documents) , 
of  any  nature,  including  originals  and  all  copies  or  summaries 
of  documents  defined  in  Appendix  "A”  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  computer  disks,  films, 
photographs,  recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such 
materials  which  concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above,  all 
evidence  of  any  nature,  including  evidence  obtained  from  the 
named  defendants  through  discovery,  acquired  for  the  purposes  of 


this  lawsuit  or  any  lawsuit,  or  acquired  for  any  othe 
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concerning  any  .urch  of  Scientology,  any  .nancial  or 
administrative  materials  concerning  any  Church  of  Scientology, 
and  any  materials  relating  personally  to  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
family,  or  his  estate.  In  addition  to  the  documents  and  other 
items  to  be  returned  to  the  Church  of  Scientology  International 
listed  above  and  in  Appendix  "A”,  Plaintiff  agrees  to  return  the 
followings 

(a)  All  originals  and  copies  of  the  manuscript  for  the 
work  "Excalibur"  writtefi  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard? 

(b)  All  originals  and  copies  of  documents  commonly  known 
as  the  11  Affirmations"  written  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard?  and 

(c)  All  documents  and  other  items  surrendered  to  the 
Court  by  Plaintiff  and  his  attorneys  pursuant  to  Judge  Cole's 
orders  of  August  24,  1982  and  September  4,  1982  and  all 
documents  and  other  items  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  from  either 
the  Church  of  Scientology  or  Omar  Garrison.  This  includes 
all  documents  and  items  entered  into  evidence  or  marked 

for  identification  in  Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
v.  Gerald  Armstrong.  Case  No.  C  420  153.  Plaintiff 
and  his  attorney  will  execute  a  Joint  Stipulation  or  such 
other  documents  as  are  necessary  to  obtain  these  documents 
from  the  Court.  In  the  event  any  documents  or  other  items 
are  no  longer  in  the  custody  or  control  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Superior  Court,  Plaintiff  and  his  counsel  will  assist  the 
Church  in  recovering  these  documents  as  quickly  as  possible, 
including  but  not  limited  to  those  tapes  and  other  documents 
now  in  the  possession  of  the  United  States  District  Court 
in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Zolin.  Case  No.  C 


35-0440-HLH(Tx.  presently  on  appeal  in  t  Ninth  circuit  Court 
of  Appeals.  In  the  event  any  of  these  documents  are  currently 
lodged  with  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Plaintiff  and  his  attorneys 
will  cooperate  in  recovering  those  documents  as  soon  as  the 
Court  of  Appeal  issues  a  decision  on  the  pending  appeal. 

To  the  extent  that  Plaintiff  does  not  possess  or  control 
documents  within  categories  A-C  above.  Plaintiff  recognizes  his 
continuing  duty  to  return  to  CSI  any  and  all  documents  that  fall 
within  categories  A-C  above  which  do  in  the  future  come  into  his 
possession  or  control. 

F.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  never  again  seek  or 
obtain  spiritual  counselling  or  training  or  any  other  service 
from  any  Church  of  Scientology,  Scientologist,  Dianetics  or 
Scientology  auditor,  Scientology  minister.  Mission  of 
Scientology,  Scientology  organization  or  Scientology 
affiliated  organization. 

G.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  not  voluntarily 
assist  or  cooperate  with  any  person  adverse  to  Scientology  in 
any  proceeding  against  any  of  the  Scientology  organizations, 
individuals,  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 

Plaintiff  also  agrees  that  he  will  not  cooperate  in  any 
manner  with  any  organizations  aligned  against  Scientology. 

H.  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to  testify  or  otherwise 

participate  in  any  other  judicial,  administrative  or 
legislative  proceeding  adverse  to  Scientology  or  any  of  the 
Scientology  Churches,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in 
Paragraph  1  above  unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  lawful 
subpoena  or  other  lawful  process.  Plaintiff  shal  ake 
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himself  amenable  to  service  of  any  such  sui-^oena  in  a  manner 
which  invalidates  the  intent  of  this  provision.  Unless 
required  to  do  so  by  such  subpoena.  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to 
discuss  this  litigation  or  his  experiences  with  and 
knowledge  of  the  Church  with  anyone  other  than  members  of 
his  immediate  family.  As  provided  hereinafter  in  Paragraph 
18(d),  the  contents  of  this  Agreement  may  not  be  disclosed. 

I.  The  parties  hereto  agree  that  in  the  event  of  any 
future  litigation  between  Plaintiff  and  any  of  the 
organizations,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1 
above,  that  any  past  action  or  activity,  either  alleged  in 
this  lawsuit  or  activity  similar  in  fact  to  the  evidence  that 
was  developed  during  the  course  of  this  lawsuit,  will  not  be 
used  by  either  party  against  the  other  in  any  future 
litigation.  In  other  words,  the  "slate"  is  wiped  clean 
concerning  past  actions  by  any  party. 

J.  It  is  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  Plaintiff 
that  any  dispute  between  Plaintiff  and  his  counsel  as  to  the 
proper  division  of  the  sum  paid  to  Plaintiff  by  his  attorney 
of  record  is  between  Plaintiff  and  his  attorney  of  record 
and  shall  in  no  way  affect  the  validity  of  this  Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement. 

K.  Plaintiff  hereby  acknowledges  and  affirms  that 
he  is  not  under  the  influence  of  any  drug,  narcotic, 
alcohol  or  ether  mind- influencing  substance,  condition  or 
ailment  such  that  his  ability  to  fully  understand  the 
meaning  of  this  Agreement  and  the  significance  thereof  is 
adversely  affected. 
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L.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  ot  Paragraph  7(E) 
above ,  Plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  retain  any  artwork 
created  by  him  which  concerns  or  relates  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above  provided 
that  such  artwork  never  be  disclosed  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  anyone.  In  the  event  of  a  disclosure  in  breach 
of  this  Paragraph  7(L),  Plaintiff  shall  be  subject  to  the 
liquidated  damages  and  constructive  trust  provisions  of 
Paragraph  7(D)  for  each  such  breach. 

8.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  waives  and 
relinquishes  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 
any  defendant  in  this  case  to  date,  including  any  of  the 
organizations,  individuals  or  entities  as  set  forth  in 
Paragraph  1  above,  and  the  named  defendants  waive  and 
relinquish  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 
Plaintiff  to  date. 

9.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  contains  the  entire  agreement  between  the  parties 
hereto,  and  the  terms  of  this  Agreement  are  contractual  and 
not  a  mere  recital.  This  Agreement  may  be  amended  only  by  a 
written  instrument  executed  by  Plaintiff  and  CSI.  The 
Parties  hereto  have  carefully  read  and  understand  the 
contents  of  this  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  and  sign  the  same  of  their  own  free  will,  and  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  legally  bound  hereby.  No 
other  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreements,  oral  or  written, 
respecting  such  matters,  which  are  not  specifically!  \  A 
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;  way  exist  or 


incorporated  hei  n  shall  be  deemed  to  in 
bind  any  of  the  parties  hereto. 

10.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  not  assist  or  advise 
anyone#  including  individuals,  partnerships,  associations, 
corporations,  or  governmental  agencies  contemplating  any 
claim  or  engaged  in  litigation  or  involved  in  or 
contemplating  any  activity  adverse  to  the  interests  of  any 
entity  or  class  of  persons  listed  above  in  Paragraph  1  of 
this  Agreement. 

11.  The  parties  to  this  Agreement  acknowledge  the 
following: 

A.  That  all  parties  enter  into  this  Agreement  freely, 
voluntarily,  knowingly  and  willingly,  without  any  threats, 
intimidation  or  pressure  of  any  kind  whatsoever  and 
voluntarily  execute  this  Agreement  of  their  own  free  will; 

B.  That  all  parties  have  conducted  sufficient 
deliberation  and  investigation,  either  personally  or  through 
other  sources  of  their  own  choosing,  and  have  obtained  advice 
of  counsel  regarding  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth 
herein,  so  that  they  may  intelligently  exercise  their  own 
judgment  in  deciding  whether  or  not  to  execute  this 
Agreement ;  and 

C.  That  all  parties  have  carefully  read  this  Agreement 
and  understand  the  contents  thereof  and  that  each  reference 
in  this  Agreement  to  any  party  includes  successors,  assigns, 
principals,  agents  and  employees  thereof. 

12.  Each  party  shall  bear  its  respective  costs  with 
respect  to  the  negotiation  and  drafting  of  this  Agreement  and 
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all  acts  requirw-  by  the  terms  hereof  to  t  undertaken  and 
performed  by  that  party. 

13.  To  the  extent  that  this  Agreement  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  persons  or  entities  not  signatories  hereto,  this  . 
Agreement  is  hereby  declared  to  be  made  for  their  respective 
benefits  and  uses. 

14.  The  parties  shall  execute  and  deliver  all  documents 
and  perform  all  further  acts  that  may  be  reasonably  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  Agreement. 

15.  This  Agreement  shall  not  be  construed  against  the 
party  preparing  it,  but  shall  be  construed  as  if  both  parties 
prepared  this  Agreement.  This  Agreement  shall  be  construed 
and  enforced  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
California. 

16.  In  the  event  any  provision  hereof  be  unenforceable, 
such  provision  shall  not  affect  the  enforceability  of  any 
other  provision  hereof. 

17.  All  references  to  the  plural  shall  include  the 
singular  and  all  references  to  the  singular  shall  include  the 
plural.  All  references  to  gender  shall  include  both  the 
masculine  and  feminine. 

18 .  (A)  Each  party  warrants  that  they  have  received 
independent  legal  advice  from  their  attorneys  with  respect  to 
the  advisability  of  making  the  settlement  provided  for  herein 
and  in  executing  this  Agreement. 

(B)  The  parties  hereto  (including  any  officer,  agent, 
employee,  representative  or. attorney  of  or  for  any  party) 
acknowledge  that  they  have  not  made  any  statement. 
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representation  :  promise  to  tile  other  pa.  /  regarding  any 
fact  material  to  this  Agreement  except  as  expressly  set  forth 
herein.  Furthermore,  except  as  expressly  stated  in  this 
Agreement,  the  parties  in  executing  this  Agreement  do  not  rely 
upon  any  statement,  representation  or  promise  by  the  other 
party  (or  of  any  officer,  agent,  employee,  representative  or 
attorney  for  the  other  party) . 

(C)  The  persons  signing  this  Agreement  have  the  full 
right  and  authority  to  enter  into  this  Agreement  on  behalf  of 
the  parties  for  whom  they  are  signing. 

(D)  The  parties  hereto  and  their  respective  attorneys 
each  agree  not  to  disclose  the  contents  of  this  executed 
Agreement.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  any 
party  hereto  or  his  respective  attorney  from  stating  that 
this  civil  action  has  been  settled  in  its  entirety. 

(E)  The  parties  further  agree  to  forbear  and  refrain 
from  doing  any  act  or  exercising  any  right,  whether  existing 
now  or  in  the  future,  which  act  or  exercise  is  inconsistent 
with  this  Agreement. 

19.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  by  his  counsel  as 
to  the  contents  of  this  document  and  each  provision  hereof. 
Plaintiff  hereby  authorizes  and  directs  his  cotinsel  to 
dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claims  now  pending  in  the  action 
entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  church  of  Scientology  of 
California,  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court,  Case  No.  420  153. 

20.  Notwithstanding  the  dismissal  of  the  lawsuit 
pursuant  to  Paragraph  4  of  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto 
agree  that  the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court  shall  re 
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jurisdiction  to  iforce  the  terns  of  this  reement.  This 
Agreement  may  be  enforced  by  any  legal  or  equitable  remedy, 
including  but  not  limited  to  injunctive  relief  or  declaratory 
judgment  where  appropriate.  In  the  event  any  party  to  this 
Agreement  institutes  any  action  to  preserve,  to  protect  or  to 
enforce  any  right  or  benefit  created  hereunder,  the 
prevailing  party  in  any  such  action  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  suit  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees. 

21.  This  Agreement  may  be  executed  in  two  or  more 
counterparts,  each  of  which  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  duplicate 
original,  but  all  of  which,  together,  shall  constitute  one 
and  the  same  instrument. 
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August  2 1,  1 0 V  1 


trie  M.  Lieberman,  Esq. 
Rabinowitz,  Boudin,  Standard, 
Krinsky  &  Lieberman.  P.C. 
740  Broadway,  Fifth  Floor 
New  York,  NY  10003-9516 


Dear  Mr.  Lieberman: 


Organization  operatives  filmed  me  yesterday  at  least  in  the  following 
situations: 


1.  Talking  to  an  employee  of  attorney  Ford  Greene,  in  the  doorway  to 
Mr.  Greene’s  office,  at  7 1 1  Sir  Francis  Drake  in  San  Anselmo,  California. 

2.  Walking  outside  Mr.  Greene’s  office. 

3.  Pulling  on  a  T-shirt  outside  Mr.  Greene’s  office. 

4.  Running  outside  Mr.  Green's  office. 

Whilst  I  was  on  foot  I  was  also  pursued  by  one  of  the  operatives 
driving  a  white  Cadillac. 

The  driver  of  the  Cadillac  was  later  confronted  by  Mr.  Greene  who  also 
recorded  the  licence  number  of  Cadillac  and  the  other  vehicle  being  used  by 
the  operatives. 


I  doubt  that  you  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  I  consider  the 
organization’s  operation  has  as  its  major  target  in  the  eval  known  but  to  two 
or  maybe  three  or  even  four  the  assassination  of  Gerry  Armstrong. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  your  use  of  the  earlier  videotape  event  in  your 
Petition  For  Rehearing  filed  in  the  Armstrong  appeal  (n.  1,  p*.  6,  second 
edition;  n.  2,  p.5,  first  edition). 


There  was  no  reason  to  videotape  me  as  proof  that  I  was  associating 
with  Ford  Greene.  I  had  spoken  the  day  before  to  two  of  your  fellow  org 
lawyers,  Laurie  Bartilson  and  Bill  Drescher,  and  two  men  from  SO  legal 
liaison  staff,  Howard  Guttfeld  and  August  Murphy,  and  from  none  of  whom 
had  I  withheld  the  fact  that  I  was  helping  Mr.  Greene.  None  of  them  were 
not  aware  that  I  was  speaking  to  them  from  Mr.  Greene’s  office  because  ail 
of  them  except  for  Mr.  Murphy  called  Mr.  Greene's  office  and  I  had  spoken  to 


00 


1 


EXHIBIT  3 


them  when  I  answered  Mr.  Greene's  telephone  to  take  messages  for  Him 
while  he  was  out  of  his  office.  Mr.  Murphy  spent  some  time  in  Mr.  Greene’s 
office  and  we  spoke  for  a  few  minutes.  I  am  quite  certain  he  left  with  the 
impression  that  I  was  helping  Mr.  Greene,  and  specifically  in  .the  Aznaran 
case  since,  in  addition  to  my  saying  so,  he  did  observe  me  carrying  into  Mr. 
Greene’s  office  two  boxes  containing  the  mega -copies  of  the  two  Oppositions 
to  Summary  Judgment  Motions  (Statute  of  Limitations  and  First 
Amendment)  and  related  documents,  and  did  hear  me  lament  that  his 
organization  had  cost  Mr.  Greene  that  very  day  over  seven  hundred  dollars 
in  copying  costs. 

I  did  note  the  sophrosyniai  shift  in  the  two  writers  of  the  second 
edition  of  the  Petition  For  Rehearing.  I  imagine  the  organization’s  idea  of 
having  Marty  talk  to  me  is  not  in  the  works. 

I’m  sure  you  understand  why  I  do  help  those  who  need  it,  and  why 
people  who  litigate  with  the  organization  need  it  And  I'm  sure  you  know 
how  utterly  unbiased  I  am  in  that  all  I  oppose  are  antisocial  policies  and 
*  activities.  In  that  Scientology  denies  that  any  of  its  policies  or  activities  are 
antisocial  I  am  not  opposed  in  any  way  to  what  Scientology  says  it  is  and 
says  it  does.  I  am  only  opposed  to  antisocial  policies  and  practices. 

It  is  really  a  matter  of  logistics.  Tour  organization  scares  people.  It 
scares  me.  There  are  therefore  few  people  willing  to  do  what  needs  to  be 
done  regarding  the  organization.  I  am  simply  willing  to  do  what  I  can  no 
matter  how  scary  it  is.  If  there  were  not  so  many  people  afraid  of  your 
organization  I  wouldn't  need  to  do  what  I  can  to  help. 

As  you  know,  the  organization  has  at  times  terrorized  me,  it  has  a 
policy  of  revenge,  its  present  owners  have  a  personal  hatred  for  me,  and  it 
has  acted  with  its  fair  game  doctrine  directing  its  attitude  and  acts  toward 
me  since  and  in  violation  of  the  settlement  Obviously,  then,  it  is  in  every 
-  way  reasonable  for  me  to  associate  with  and  help  those  who  have  the 
courage  to  oppose  the  organizational  beast 

Then  there's  the  religious  argument  And  its  legal  corollary:  if 
antisocial  acts  are  religious,  then  so  must  be  any  opposition  to  antisocial  acts. 

Then  there's  the  matter  of  theology. 

All  of  which  brings  me  to  the  matter  at  hand.  You  know  about 
compartmentalization,  Pis,  cutouts,  lies  and  paranoia.  There  probably  are 
things  which  can  be  done  to  bring  the  organization’s  self -destructive 
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insitutionalized  hatred  to  a  peaceful  conclusion.  Although  you  exhibit  in 
your  most  recent  descriptions  of  me  and  in  your  willingness  to  go  beyond 
mere  factual  twists,  a  new  and  greater  animus, I  still  have  an  idea  that  you 
can  do  something. 

I  trust  you'll  reply. 


Gerry  Armstrong 
(415)456-3450 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  )  Case  No.  152229 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 

not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  )  DECLARATION  OF 

)  LAWRENCE  E.  HELLER 
Plaintiff,  ) 

) 

vs.  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

) 

Defendants .  ) 

_ ) 

I,  LAWRENCE  E.  HELLER,  hereby  declare; 

1.  I  am  an  attorney  at  law  duly  licensed  to  practice 
before  all  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of  California  and  am 
a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Turner,  Gerstenfeld,  Wilk  & 
Tigerman.  I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  matters  set  forth 
below,  and  if  called  upon  to  do  so,  could  and  would  competently 
testify  thereto. 

2.  In  1986  I  assisted  various  Churches  of  Scientology  to 
achieve  the  settlement  of  a  series  of  lawsuits  with  attorney 
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Michael  J.  Flynn  and  a  several  other  attorneys  around  the 
country,  who  represented  a  number  of  plaintiffs  and  witnesses 
against  those  Churches  of  Scientology.  Gerald  Armstrong  was  one 
of  these  plaintiffs. 

3.  To  finalize  this  settlement  with  Armstrong,  I  met  with 
Mr.  Armstrong  and  his  attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  in  Los  Angeles 
on  December  6,  1986.  I  was  present  when  Mr.  Armstrong,  in  the 
presence  of  his  attorney  signed  the  Settlement  Agreement  with 
the  Church  of  Scientology  International.  This  meeting  and 
signing  was  video  taped. 

4 .  Attached  as  Exhibit  A  to  this  Declaration  is  a  copy  of 
the  video  tape  made  at  that  meeting.  I  have  reviewed  this  tape 
and  state  that  it  accurately  depicts  all  of  the  events  of  that 
meeting. 

5.  Attached  as  Exbit  B  is  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  that 
video  tape.  I  have  reviewed  this  transcript  against  the  video, 
itself,  and  state  that  it  is  an  accurate  transcription  of  the 
video. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is 
true  and  correct.  Executed  this  2nd  day  of  March,  1992,  at 
Los  Angeles,  California. 


Lawrence  E.  Heller 
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TRANSCRIPT  OF  GERAID  ARMSTRONG  VIDEO  RECORDING  OF 
SKTTIZMKNT  AGREEMENT  SIGNING 

Appearances:  December  6,  1986 

LH:  Larry  Heller 

GA:  Gerald  Armstrong 

MF:  Michael  Flynn 

JR:  Jo  Ann  Richardson  (Notary) 

MS:  Michael  Sutter  (Witness) 


BEGINNING  OF  TAPE 

LH  This  is  fine,  that  covers  everything  and  urn,  we're  alright. 

MF  How  many  you  got  there? 

LH  Well  I  got  the  two  affidavits  for,  then  I  got  these  here 
which,  urn,  we  don't  have  to  sign  these  on  video  tape  -  we 
can  do  it  if  you  like... 

MF  It  makes  no  difference  to  me. 

LH  It's  all  the  same  to  me  too... 

LH  OK.  It's  now  9:04,  ah,  pm  on  December  6  1986  and  to  my 

left  is  Gerald  Armstrong  and  next  to  him  Michael  J.  Flynn. 
Urn,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  understand  Mr.  Flynn  is  your  attorney 
here  representing  you  today,  is  that  correct? 

GA  Right. 

LH  OK.  Ah,  Mr.  Armstrong  I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  sign  three 

documents,  ah,  a  mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement 
agreement,  and  two  separate  affidavits.  Prior  to  doing  so 
however,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  with  regard 
to  those  documents,  um-hum,  excuse  me,  which  I  would  like 
you  to  answer  freely  and  honestly  if  you  would.  Ah,  first 
of  all  have  you  had  a  chance  to,  ah,  completely  and 
comprehensively  review  and  read  these  documents? 

GA  Yeah. 

LH  OK.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  discuss  these  documents  with 
your  attorney,  Mr.  Flynn? 
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GA  Yes. 

LH  Has  Hr.  Flynn  explained  these  documents  as  well  the  legal 
and  factual  ramifications  to  you,  legal  and  practical 
ramifications  to  you  to  your  satisfaction? 

GA  Uh,  I  think  so,  yes. 

LH  OK.  well  do  you  have  any  question  of  that  whatsoever? 

GA  No,  I  have  no  current  questions  about  it. 

LH  OK,  very  good.  You  are  going  to  sign  these  of  your  own  free 

will? 

GA  Yes. 

LH  OK.  You  are  not  suffering  from  any  duress  or 

coercion  which  is  compelling  you  to  sign  these  documents? 

GA  No. 

LH  Alright,  you  are  not  presently  under  the  influence  of 

alcohol  or  any  medication,  prescription  or  otherwise,  which 
would  impede  your  ability  to  comprehend  the  urn,  legal  and 
factual  intent  of  these  documents? 

GA  No. 

LH  Urn,  you  may  have  noticed  in  reviewing  the  settlement 
agreement  that,  ah,  you  are  part  of  a  what  we  have 
generically  described  as  a  universal  settlement,  ah,  what  I 
mean  by  that  is  and  you  probably  know  that  independently  as 
well,  as  you're  smiling.  What  I  mean  by  that... 

GA  ...  no,  just  that,  that's  the  same  as  a  global  settlement, 
right? 

LH  It's  the  same  thing.  Exactly. 

GA  Got  it. 

LH  I  said  generically  described  so  far,  universal,  global,  all 
encompassing  -  whatever  you  like,  but  the  intent  of  it  is 
that,  vim,  you  are  one  of  many  claimants  uh,  who  uh,  contend 
that  they  have  claims  against  the  Church  of  Scientology  as 
well  as  related  and  unrelated  entities  and  individuals. 

Some  of  those  claimants  have  litigation  such  as  you  do 
pending  against  the  Church  of  Scientology,  some  of  them 
don't. 

Uh,  as  you  also  may  or  may  not  know,  uh,  one  lump  sum 
payment  is  being  made  to  Mr.  Flynn.  Urn,  Mr.  Flynn  is  then 


going  to  be  distributing  from  that  lump  sum  certain  sums  to 
some  or  all  of  these  claimants. . . 

MF  After  I  go  to  Rio. 

LH  After  he  goes  to  Rio,  exactly.  Neither  I  nor  my  clients 

know  what  the  nature  or  amount  that  that  distribution  is  urn, 
and  we  don't  want  to  know.  Uh,  what's  important  to  us  is 
that  you  realize  that  it's  a  universal/global  settlement; 
that  you  realize  that  you  are  getting  paid  a  certain  amount 
out  of  that  settlement,  if  you  in  fact  are,  and  I'm  making 
the  assumption  you  are,  but  that,  uh,  and  also  that  you  tell 
me  while  we're  now  on  video  tape  that  you  are  happy  and 
satisfied  with  the  amount  that  Mr.  Flynn  has  promised  to 
pay  you. 

(phone  rings  and  is  answered) 

GA  Yes . 

LH  OK,  now,  other  than  any  representations  which  Mr.  Flynn  has 
made  to  you  in  order  to  uh,  get  you  to  sign  this  uh,  have 
any  other  representations  been  made  by  either  myself  or  my 
clients  or  anything  else  which  has  compelled  you  to  sign 
these  documents? 

Now,  what  I'm  saying  to  you  is  there  are  obviously 
representations  in  the  documents . . . 

GA  Correct. 

LH  Mr.  Flynn  has  spoken  with  you  -  he  has  said  you  will  get 
this  and  that  for  the,  uh,  whether  money  or  other 
consideration  for  the  signing  of  these  documents . . . 

GA  Right. 

LH  OK,  now  I  want  to  make  sure  that  were  there  any  other 

representations  made  to  you  of  anything  you  would  get  in 
consideration  for  the  signing  of  these  documents. 

GA  Not  in  terms  of  what  I  would  get:  no. 

LH  OK.  Along  those  same  lines  -  As  I  said  this  is  a 

universal  settlement  -  ah,  accordingly,  ah,  it  is  possible 
that  some  of  the  other  parties  may  not  settle  for  some 
reason,  and  I  want  you  to  be  aware  of  the  fact  that  if  in 
fact  one  of  those  other,  one  or  more  of  those  other 
parties  do  not  settle,  this  settlement  falls  through. 

You're  aware  of  that? 

GA  OK. 
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LH  OK,  and  you're  also  aware  of  the  fact  however  that  we  are 

putting  these  in  what  is  in  effect  an  escrow  account  -  these 
documents  and  this  video  tape  -  an  escrow,  urn,  sort  of 
holding  place,  uh,  so  that  all  of  these  documents  in  the 
video  tape  will  be  destroyed  if  the,  uh,  settlement  does  not 
go  through.  And  you're  aware  of  all  that?  ...OK? 

GA  Um-hum. 

LH  OK,  uh,  with  that  then  why  don't  we  take  a  picture  of  the 
mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement  agreement  and 
then  I'll  ask  you  to  sign  it. 

. . . zoom  to  document. . . 

LH  OK,  now  what  I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  do  is  please  is  to 

initial  each  of  the  bottom  of  each  of  these  pages,  I'll  turn 
the  page  for  you  and  then  you'll  sign  it,  I  think  in  two 
different  places  if  you  would. 

...GA  initials  the  document. . . 

MF  Oh  you've  got  a  signature  there,  Lar. 

LH  Oh,  I'm  sorry ...  that ' s  right. . .right  up  here. 

...GA  continues  to  initial  and  sign  the  document... 

LH  OK  and  if  you'd  date  and  sign  there  please. 

...GA  signs  the  document. . . 

MF  You  didn't  want  to  eat  dinner  with  any  of  those  people 
anyway . 

LH  No,  what  did  I  want  to  go  out  to  dinner  for.  Is  that  crazy? 
OK,  let's  see,  if  you  give  it  to  Mr.  Flynn,  he'll  sign  it 
...  and  you'll  take  two  separate  pictures  of  these  Ted. 

. . . zoom  into  document. . . 

MF  Little  art  work? 

GA  I  think  it... I  think  we  have  to,  seeing  as  that's  how  the 
checks  are. 

LH  OK  and  I've  just  taken  a  picture  of  this  affidavit  and  asked 
that  you  initial  at  the  bottom  of  the  pages  and  then  sign  it 
once  you  get  your  pen  back. 

. . .GA  signs  document. . . 

MF  (Laughs) 


LH  OK,  and  here  is  the  second  affidavit... 

...zoom  into  document... 

LH  OK. 

...GA  signs  document... 

MF  How  do  you  do  that  so  quickly?  That's  awesome. 

LH  Urn. . .  OK,  do  you  have  any  sort  of  identification  on  you  so 
we  can  give  it  to  the  notary? 

GA  Sure . 

LH  So  she  can  notarize  your  documents. 

GA  We  haven't  met  before,  have  we? 

JR  No. 

LH  Why  don't  I  have  you  sign... 

LH  Uh,  I  don't  think  we  need  to  take  a  picture  of  this,  this  is 

the  stipulated  sealing  order  but  you  know  what,  all  of  these 
are  for  Bruce  Bunch's  signature  I  think... 

MF  Oh,  are  they. . . 

LH  Because. . . 

MF  Should  we  get  Bruce  donw  here  at  some  point? 

LH  Well... 

MF  Bruce  is  in  trial  I  think. . . 

GA  Yeah,  he  is. 

MF  Yeah,  whatever,  we  can  get  Bruce  back  down  here.  He's  in 
the  middle  of  a  trial... 

LH  I  think  I'd  want  either  Bruce  or  Julia's  signature  on  this. 

MF  Julia  would  probably  be  easier. . . 

LH  Yeah... 

MF  Cause  Bruce  is  in  the  middle  of  a  trial. 

LH  Well  we  can  arrange  for  that,  that  shouldn't  be  a  problem... 


MF  Well  she's  coining  Monday  to  do  hers.  .  .right? 

LH  Exactly,  um,  ok,  I  noticed  by  the  way,  in  this  stipulation 

for  return  of  sealed  materials,  it  also  has  Mr.  Armstrong's 
signature  and  your  signature  on  it  so... Let's  take  a  picture 
of  that. 

. . . zoom  into  document. . . 

LH  And  have  you  had  a  chance  to  read  this  yet  Mr.  Armstrong? 

GA  Yeah. 

LH  OK. . .alright. . .  would  you  date  and  sign  that  please. 

GA  I  keep  thinking  it's  '85. 

LH  It's  a  good  way. . .certainly. . .not  to  confuse  your 
signature. . . 

GA  No. 

LH  ...Because  Mr.  Armstrong  is,  um,  putting  a  face  on  his 
signature. 

GA  Makes  it  valuable. 

LH  Exactly. 

MF  It's  awesome ...  as  opposed  to  my  ugly  scrawl . 

LH  You  probably  have  the  same  artistic  talent  that  I  have, 
which  is. . . 

MF  Mine  is  zero. 

LH  Zero  to  none.  OK,  and  I  think  that's  it.  Thank  you  Ted. 

Oh  OK,  or  do  you  have  any  questions? 

GA  No ,  no 

MF  Those  are  orders . . . 

LH  These  are  orders  which  will  be  signed  by  the  attorneys  which 
will  relate  to  sealing  the  files  so  that  no  one  can  get  into 
them  as  well  dismissing  your  actions.  Those  will  be  signed 
when  the  entire  settlement  is  finished,  um,  and  then  given 
to  the  court  for  Judge  Breckenridge' s  signature. 

GA  OK. . . 

LH  OK. 
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MF  We  should  put  how  many  docs  we  got . . . 

GA  Do  you  need  duplicate  sets  signed?  Or  is  that... 

MF  No,  no  there's  only  one... 

LH  No. 

. . .counting  documents. . . 

MF  1-2-3-4  here. 

LH  OK,  I've  got  two  here  which  is  six  and  then  there's  two 
affidavits  which  is  eight. 

LH  OK,  and  if  you  got  a  drivers  license  or. . . 

GA  Right  here . 

JR  He  gave  it  to  me . . . 

LH  Already  got  it? 

GA  Yeah. 

JR  You  need  to  put  your  signature  there  and  your  address  there 
please. 

LH  So  you  had  a  good  time  today? 

MF  Oh  yeah,  we  had  an  excellent  time,  it  was  very  pleasant  and 
we  had  a  nice  plane  ride  up  -  nice  plane  ride  back. . . 

LH  Well  Michael's  good  company. 

MF  Nice  visit  with  ah... yeah,  Mike's  very  good  company...  nice, 
pleasant. . . 

LH  I've  flown  with  him  once  or  twice  myself. 

MF  Yeah. 

LH  The  trouble  with  me,  he  ususally  sleeps.  I'm  not  sure  why 
that  is. 

MF  No,  we  didn't  sleep,  (laughs) . 

MF  Witnesses,  we  need  witnesses  with  some  of  these  docs. 

LH  Uh,  no  I  think  there  was  a  one... that's  right. 

MF  ...several  are  needed... 


LH  . . .well,  just,  no  only. . . 

MF  ...just  the  release. 

LH  Only  the  ah,  mutual  release. . .did  I  see  a  witness  signature 
there?  And  there  were...  you  know  let's  get  Ted  back  -  As  a 
matter  of  fact  Ted,  why  don't  you  roll  this  again  because 
we're  going  to  have  witnesses  sign.  Thanks  for  reminding 
me. 

MS  Should  Ted  be  a  witness? 

LH  Oh,  you  two  were  witnesses  so  far...  OK,  we're  back  on  the 
camera  -  9:15  -  and  I  neglected  to  get  witnesses  signatures 
on  the  uh,  mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement 
agreement  so  why  don't  I  do  that  right  now. 

...Witnesses  sign... 

MS  Just  the  one? 

LH  Okee-dokee,  yup,  and  those  are  affidavits.  Will  you  stamp 
them?  Thanks  Ted.  Allright,  so. . .we  want  to  put  up  all 
this  down  in  the  vault. . . 

MF  This  all  goes  together. 

LH  ...and  you've  marked  that  stuff  for  Michael  Hertzberg. 

MF  Yeah.  All  marked. 


END  OF  TAPE 
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Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
California  State  Bar  No.  107601 
HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 
Telephone:  (415)  258-0360 


PAUL  M0RANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O,  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
(213)  459-4745 


Attorneys  for  Defendant 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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Hub  law  offices 

k*'1  Greta*.  Etquire 
n  Sir  Fraud*  DraJc*  BJvd 
^  Anteiiao,  CA  94960 
(41S)2J5&4»60 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
for— prof it  religious 
corporation ; 


No.  BC  052395 


Plaintiffs,  ) 


vs. 


) 


) 


AMENDED  ANSWER  07  SBB>T.n 
ARMSTRONG  AND  THE  GERALD 
ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION  TO 
AMENDED  COMPLAINT 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive. 


Defendants. 


) 


) 


.) 


Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  hereinafter  "Armstrong,1'  and  The 
Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation,  hereinafter  "TGAC, "  defendants, 
hereby  jointly  submit  the  following  amended  answer  to  the  amended 
complaint  of  plaintiff,  CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL, 
hereinafter  "CSI."  Although  the  following  Answer  may  be  framed  i, 
the  singular,  it  shall  be  interpreted  to  refer  to  both  answering 
defendants  unless  the  referred  to  event  took  place  before  July 
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711  Sir  DrmJt*  ahnt 
Sda  A»timor  CA  *4960 
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1987 ^  in  which  event  said  allegation  shall  apply  to  Gerald 

Armstrong  as  an  individual  only  because  prior  to  said  date  TGAC 
did  not  exist. 

1.  Armstrong  admits  there  was  a  settlement  agreement 
entered  into  in  December,  1986,  but  denies  each  and  every 
allegation  of  the  rest  of  this  paragraph.  Armstrong's  only 
actions  have  been  those  necessitated  by  the  violations  by  the 
Scientology  organization,  including  CSI,  hereinafter  the  "0RG,»  of 
the  express  terms  and  spirit  of  the  settlement  agreement.  It  is 
the  ORG  which  has  embarked  on  a  deliberate  campaign  to  breach  the 
provisions  of  the  agreement,  and  foment  litigation,  hatred  and 
ill-will  against  ARMSTRONG. 

2 .  Armstrong  admits  that  he  entered  into  a  settlement 
agreement  with  the  ORG  in  December  1986  of  his  cross— complaint  in 
Chyrch.o £  Scientology  of  California  v.  Gerald  Armstrong.  Los 

Angeles  Superior  Court  No.  c  420  153  hereinafter  Armstrong  i. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  agreement  was  for  the  benefit  of 


numerous  third-parties;  he  asserts  that  the  agreement  is  to 
constitute  a  fraud  on  courts,  nationally  and  internationally,  and 
upon  the  public  of  the  World.  Armstrong  denies  that  the 
description  of  the  ORG  as  a  church  is  true.  Armstrong  denies 

description  of  him.  It  is  the  ORG  which  sought  by  litigation 
and  covert  means  to  disrupt  Armstrong's  activities  and  life,  and 
which  displayed  through  the  years  an  intense  and  abiding  hatred 
for  Armstrong,  and  an  eagerness  to  annoy  and  harass  Armstrong  by 
spreading  enmity  and  hatred  about  him  among  its  employees, 
customers,  victims,  in  the  media,  the  courts  and  the  world. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  sought  to  end  Armstrong's  covert 
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activities,  because  there  were  no  such  covert  activities,  nor  to 
end  the  litigation.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  agreement  contained 
carefully  negotiated  and  agreed-upon  provisions.  Armstrong  was  not 
included  in  one  word  of  the  negotiations,  which  were  engineered  by 
the  ORG  through  the  compromise  of  Armstrong’s  attorney.  Armstrong 
never  agreed  to  the  conditions,  but  did  agree  with  the 
representations  of  his  attorney  that  the  conditions  were 
unenforceable.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  bargained  for  the 
settlement  provisions  to  put  an  end  to  enmity  and  strife  generated 
by  Armstrong  because  Armstrong  generated  no  such  enmity  and 
strife. 

3 .  Armstrong  denies  that  this  action  arises  from  his 
deliberate  and  repeated  breaches  of  provisions  of  the  agreement. 
Armstrong  denies  moreover  that  he  can  violate  the  agreement 
because  its  provisions  are  contrary  to  public  policy  and  illegal. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  fully  performed  its  obligations 
under  the  agreement;  rather,  it  violated  both  the  letter  and 
spirit  from  the  date  of  its  signing.  Armstrong  denies  that  he 
never  intended  to  keep  his  part  of  the  bargain.  Armstrong  admits 
that,  based  on  the  representations  of  his  lawyer  that  the 
referenced  provisions  were  unenforceable  and  that  the  ORG  lawyers 
also  knew  they  were  unenforceable,  he  also  considered  said 
provisions  unenforceable.  Armstrong  denies  that  he  ever  extracted 
money  from  the  ORG.  Armstrong  denies  that  in  June  1991  he  had 
finished  spending  his  money.  In  August  1990  Armstrong  had  given 
away  all  his  assets  for  reasons  unrelated  to  the  ORG,  except  that 
he  evaluated  that  because  the  ORG  committed  so  much  harm  with  its 
billions  of  dollars  there  was  no  reason  not  to  give  his  money 


Page  3 . 


AKEB8D  AXSVER  TO  MDBD  CQKPIAIST 


oc 

] 

+ 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

as 

Bivd. 

94560 


07  'y<;  nuo  LHW^'MJKD  bKC-C-MC.  <Ji5-4DD-3JiO 


r .  <  y 


away#  and  that  it  was  better  to  combat  the  ORG's  tyranny  without 
money  than  not  to  combat  it  with  wheelbarrow  loads  of  it. 
Armstrong  denies  that  in  June,  1991  he  began  any  campaign, 

Provi^®^  any  confidential  information  to  anyone,  copies  of  any 
agreement,  declarations,  and  paralegal  assistance  to  any 
litigants.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  repeatedly  demanded  that 
Armstrong  end  his  constant  and  repeated  breach  of  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement.  There  has  never  been  a  constant  and  repeated 
breach  of  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  by  Armstrong,  nor  has 
there  ever  been  a  repeated  demand  from  the  ORG. 

4.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  bargained  for  peace. 
Armstrong  admits  that  the  ORG  reguests  liquidated  damages,  but 
denies  that  the  ORG  is  due  such  damages  pursuant  to  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  and  states  that  said  liquidated  damages  are 
invalid.  By  its  acts  in  violation  of  the  agreement  the  ORG  has 
sacrificed  its  right  to  any  relief,  including  damages.  It  is 
Armstrong  who  is  due  liquidated  damages.  Armstrong  denies  that 
the  ORG  requests  injunctive  relief  to  prevent  additional  and 
future  breaches  by  Armstrong.  There  have  been  no  breaches  by 
Armstrong  and  there  can  be  no  future  breaches  by  Armstrong  because 
of  the  ORG’s  violations  of  the  agreement  and  because  the  agreement 
itself  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  illegal. 

5.  Armstrong  denies  CSI's  description  of  itself.  Armstrong 
admits  that  CSI  is  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  and  has  its  principal  offices  in  Los  Angeles. 

Armstrong  denies  that  Scientology  is  a  religion.  Scientology 
employs  a  self-ascribed  religious  status  so  as  to  exploit  the 
extraordinary  benefits  conferred  by  the  religious  liberty  clauses 


Page  4. 


AKESDSD  AXSWXJL  70  4MBDED  CCKPUU3T 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

HUB  LAW  OFFICES 
Hsnj  Cre*n»,  Zjquue 

7'  1  SU  Frans*  Crafc*  Blvd. 
S*a  AAMlroo.  CA  <^960 

(41$)  isa-iryi q 


of  the  First  Amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitution. 

6.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  is  a  resident  of  Marin  County, 
California. 

7.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 
and  is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

8.  Armstrong  admits  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this 
paragraph . 

9.  Armstrong  admits  that  the  agreement  was  entered  into 
with  the  participation  of  respective  counsel,  but  denies  that  it 
was  after  full  negotiation.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement  were  carefully  framed  by  the  parties  and  their 
counsel  to  accurately  reflect  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 
Armstrong  only  participated  in  the  framing  of  one  provision  in  the 
agreement,  the  one  allowing  him  to  keep  his  art.  Armstrong  was, 
in  fact,  carefully  kept  in  the  dark  concerning  the  settlement 
provisions  by  the  ORG  and  his  counsel.  The  provisions,  moreover, 
do  not  contain  the  actual  agreement  of  the  parties  concerning 
their  unenforceability.  Nor  do  they  contain  the  agreement  whereby 
the  ORG  contracted  with  Armstrong's  lawyer  to  not  represent  him  in 
future  litigation  regarding  the  agreement.  And  they  do  not 
contain  the  agreement  whereby  Armstrong's  lawyer  would  assist  the 
ORG  in  allowing  it  to  attack  Armstrong  without  his  response,  nor 
the  side  indemnity  agreement  and  other  agreements  with  Armstrong's 
lawyer  for  a  collusive  appeal  and  rigged  retrial  of  the  underlying 
action.  The  purpose  of  the  agreement  was  to  engineer  a  reversal 

of  Judge  Breckenridge's  1984  decision  holding  for  Armstrong  on 
Scientology's  complaint  against  Armstrong  in  Armstrong  t. 
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10.  Armstrong  denies  the  totality  of  this  paragraph.  There 
never  was  a  series  of  covert  activities  by  Armstrong  intended  to 
discredit  ORG  leaders,  spark  government  raids,  create  phony 
’'evidence'*  of  wrongdoing  against  the  ORG  and  ultimately  destroy 
the  ORG  and  its  leadership. 

11.  Armstrong  admits  that  when  asked  by  ORG  lawyer  Lawrence 
Heller  during  the  videotaped  signing  of  the  settlement  agreement 
if  he  was  acting  of  his  own  free  will  he  said  he  was.  Armstrong 
was,  however,  under  great  duress  resulting  from  years  of  ORG 
abuse,  threats  and  attacks,  his  manipulation  by  the  ORG  through 
his  attorney  as  a  deal-breaker  during  the  settlement,  and  his 
knowledge  of  ORG  policies  of  hatred  and  vindictiveness.  Armstrong 
denies  that  in  later  1991  he  revealed  for  the  first  time  that  he 
believed  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  signed  the  provisions  were 
unenforceable.  Armstrong  put  his  opinion  of  the  provisions* 
unenforceability  in  his  declaration  dated  March  15,  1990,  which 
the  ORG  received  within  a  week  of  that  date.  Moreover, 

Armstrong's  lawyer,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  Armstrong  that  he  had 
advised  the  ORG  in  December  1986,  before  the  agreement  was  signed 
that  the  provisions  were  unenforceable. 

12.  Armstrong  does  not  answer  these  allegations  of  this 

paragraph  inasmuch  as  they  have  been  stricken  by  court  order. 

13.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

14 .  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

15.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

16.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

17.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
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wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 

18.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph,  but 
denies  that  the  Aznarans  were  Scientology  parishioners?  they  were 
Scientology  victims.  Scientology  is  not  a  religion. 

19.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

20.  Armstrong  admits  that  while  Yanny  was  acting  as  the 
Aznarans*  counsel  he  asked  Armstrong  to  help  him,  but  denies  that 
Yanny  hired  him  as  paralegal  to  work  on  the  Aznaran  case. 

21.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  travel  to  Los  Angeles 
from  Marin  Country  but  denies  that  he  asked  Yanny  to.  pay  him 
$500.00  for  his  proposed  help. 

22.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  he  provided  "paralegal  assistance."  Armstrong 
did  assist  in  drafting  two  evidentiary  declarations,  which  he 
personally  executed  as  a  witness. 

23.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 

is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

24.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

25.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  Whatever  assistance  Armstrong  gave  Yanny  in  the 
Aznaran  litigation  caused  the  ORG  no  damage,  but  assisted  it  in 
its  publicly  stated  goal  of  peace. 
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26.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16  and  18 
through  25  of  its  averments ,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to 
the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and 
averred  with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously 
set  forth  in  this  answer. 

27.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  Yanny  indicated  to  CSI's  counsel  that  he 
represented  Armstrong,  and  Armstrong  denies  that  there  exists  any 
order  of  injunction  prohibiting  Yanny  from  representing  Armstrong 
in  any  manner  whatsoever  in  any  matters  relating  to  anyone. 

28.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 
and  is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

29.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  Armstrong  adds,  moreover,  that  if,  as  the  ORG  alleges, 
the  Court  in  RTC  v.  Yannv  rejected  Yanny' s  defense  which  was 
supported  by  Armstrong's  declarations,  Armstrong  could  not  with 
those  declarations  have  aided  Yanny. 

30.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  attached  the  settlement 
agreement  to  his  July  16,  1991  declaration  as  an  exhibit,  but 
denies  that  he  had  agreed  to  keep  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
confidential.  Armstrong  was  under  duress  when  signing  the 
agreement  and  did  not  ever  agree  with  the  unenforceable  conditions 
of  the  agreement  including  confidentiality  regarding  the  agreement 
itself.  Nevertheless,  he  did  not  discuss  the  agreement  until 
after  it  was  made  public  by  the  California  Court  of  Appeal. 
Armstrong  filed  the  agreement  under  seal  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
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February,  1990  in  order  to  prevent  a  fraud  upon  the  Court  being 
Py  the  org,  and  it  was  the  Court  of  Appeal  which  sua 
sp.onte  unsealed  the  agreement.  But  prior  to  filing  the  agreement 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Armstrong  had  already  been  relieved  of  any 
conceivable  obligation  to  Keep  the  agreement  confidential  by  the 
ORG's  divulging  of  its  contents  in  other  litigations,  and 
therefore  waiving  any  right  to  have  it  remain  confidential 
thereafter. 

31.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  has  never  paid  the  ORG  $50,000, 
but  denies  that  the  ORG  has  ever  demanded  payment  of  $50,000, 
denies  that  he  owes  $50,000  to  the  ORG  for  anything  and  denies 
that  whatever  he  has  done  at  any  time  was  a  breach  of  the 
agreement.  The  agreement  is-  illegal  and  against  public  policy  and 
the  ORG  has  by  its  own  acts  sacrificed  any  right  it  ever  may  have 
had  to  enforce  any  of  its  provisions. 

32.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25  and  27  through  31  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 
paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

33.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

34.  Armstrong  admits  that  in  August  1991  he  began  working  in 
Ford  Greene's  office  and  that  his  paralegal  duties  at  that  time 
involved  work  on  the  Aznaran  case.  Armstrong  denies  that 
thereafter  the  Aznarans  hired  John  Elstead.  Armstrong  admits  that 
his  employment  in  Greene's  office  has  continued  to  the  present, 
but  he  denies  that  his  activities  constitute  a  daily  and 
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continuing  breach  of  any  contract.  The  ORG’s  bargain  has  been 
rendered  a  nullity,  because  it  is  the  ORG  which  has,  through  its 
attacks  on  Armstrong,  its  overweening  reliance  on  Fair  Game  and 
similar  antisocial  policies,  and  its  attempt  to  force  upon  the 
world  an  agreement  illegal  in  the  first  place,  done  it  to  itself. 

35.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 

paragraph. 

36.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31  and  33  through  35  of  its  averments, 
Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to 
those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

37.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  any  of  his  actions  are  violations  of  the 
agreement  and  that  he  is  required  to  pay  the  ORG  one  penny  in 
liquidated  damages. 

38.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  has  not  paid  the  ORG  $50,000, 
but  denies  that  the  ORG  ever  made  a  demand  for  $50,000  and  denies 
that  whatever  he  has  done  is  a  breach  of  the  agreement. 

39.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  13 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35  and  37  and  38  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 

40.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
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that  he  denies  that  the  press  release  violated  the  agreement  and 
that  the  press  release  constituted  disclosures  of  his  experiences 
Scientology .  Statements  containing  the  same  facts  and 
similar  language  are  contained  in  the  public  file  in  this  case  in 
which  the  Org  has  sued  Armstrong;  therefore  there  is  in  the  press 
release  no  disclosure.  Moreover,  the  ORG,  by  itself  using 
Armstrongs  experiences  in  its  litigations  and  to  attack  Armstrong 
after  the  settlement  lost  any  right  it  may  have  once  had  to 
complain  of  Armstrong’s  discussing  his  experiences  to  counter  its 
attacks.  The  agreement's  confidentiality  provisions  are 
antithetical  to  civilized  conduct,  impossible  to  perform,  contrary 
to  public  policy  and  illegal. 

41.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  the  distribution  of  the  press  release  violated 
the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  By  suing  Armstrong  publicly,  by 
attacking  him  publicly  and  by  making  public  itself  the  conditions 
of  the  agreement,  including  filing  the  agreement  in  open  court, 
the  ORG  waived  any  right  it  may  have  once  had  to  object  to 
Armstrong's  public  discussion  of  the  litigation  or  the  agreement 
it  concerned.  The  agreement,  moreover,  is  illegal;  therefore  it 
is  unenforceable  and  Armstrong  is  not  bound  by  any  part  of  it. 

42.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 


43.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38  and  40  through  42 
of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same 
effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred 
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with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth 
in  this  answer. 

44.  Armstrong  admits  that  on  March  20,  1992  he  and  Greene 
granted  the  media  interviews,  but  denies  that  such  interviews  were 
additional.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  such  interviews  violated 
any  part  of  the  agreement.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  stated  that 
he  is  an  expert  in  the  misrepresentations  Hubbard  made  about 
himself  from  the  beginning  of  Dianetics  until  the  day  he  died. 
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Armstrong  admits  that  he  is  such  an  expert.  Armstrong  lacks  the 
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information  and  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  averment  in  this  paragraph  that  Exhibit  c  to  the 
ORG's  complaint  is  a  true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  CNN 
broadcast  and  is  therefore  Unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

45.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

46.  m  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42 
and  44  and  45  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers 
to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied 
and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as 
previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

47 .  Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  appear  voluntarily  as 
an  expert  witness  in  the  Hunziker  case.  He  denies  that  his 
expertise  is  alleged  and  denies  that  his  expertise  is  such  that  it 
should  be  set  off  in  the  ORG's  complaint  in  quotation  marks.  He 
denies  that  his  expertise  is  in  Scientology,  but  rather  in  the 
fraud  of  Scientology  and  the  ORG's  doctrine  of  Fair  Game. 
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Armstrong  admits  that  the  World  Institute  of  Scientology 
Enterprises,  Inc.  is  named  as  a  defendant  in  the  Hunziker  case, 
admits  that  it  is  an  ORG  dominated  entity,  but  denies  that  it,  nor 
any  other  ORG  entity ,  is  protected  by  the  agreement . 

48.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  met  with  Rummonds  and  El stead, 
attorneys  for  plaintiffs  in  the  Hunziker  case,  but  denies  that  he 
discussed  his  experiences  with  any  entities  protected  by  the 
agreement.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  entities  are  protected  by 
the  agreement  because  it  is  unenforceable  on  its  face  and, 
moreover,  has  been  rendered  void  by  the  ORG’s  post-settlement 
attacks  on  Armstrong  and  its  illegal  efforts  at  enforcement. 
Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  appear  for  plaintiffs  as  an 
expert  on  the  aspects  of  Scientology  practices  and  beliefs  of 
fraud  and  Fair  Game. 

49.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  he  testified  at  length  concerning  CSX  or  any 
other  ORG  affiliated  entities  and  individuals  protected  by  the 
agreement,  because  no  entities  or  individuals  are  protected  by  the 
agreement  due  to  the  ORG’s  acts  to  contravene  it. 

50.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  produced  documents  during  his 
March  3,  1992  deposition  but  denies  that  there  are  any  documents 
referred  to  in  paragraph  46  of  the  ORG's  complaint.  Armstrong 
denies  moreover  that  any  documents  he  produced  at  the  deposition 
wore  in  violation  of  any  agreement* 

51.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  appeared  for  a  deposition  on  or 
about  March  12,  1992  in  the  Hunziker  case.  He  denies  that  he 
claimed  he  had  been  given  a  subpoena  not  by  the  deposing  attorney. 
Armstrong  admits  that  he  said  he  had  been  given  a  deposition 
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subpoena  by  attorney  Elstead  and  that  Elstead  had  filled  out  the 
subpoena  that  morning.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  refused  to 
produce  the  subpoena,  but  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  to 
admit  or  deny  the  averment  that  it  was  not  served  on  any  of  the 
^ar^es  ^e  case.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  delivered  documents 
to  Elstead  on  or  about  March  8,  1992  and  requested  that  he  be 
served  with  a  subpoena,  but  denies  that  his  delivery  of  documents 
was  in  violation  of  the  agreement. 

52.  Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  what  the  ORG  learned  in  April  1992  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny  this  allegation. 
Armstrong  does  deny  that  he  reacquired  any  documents  which  he  had 
previously  returned  to  the  ORG.  And  he  denies  that  he  produced 

any  such  documents  either  to  Elstead  or  to  opposing  counsel  at  any 
time. 

53.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 


54 .  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45  and  47  through  52  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 
paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

55.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph  except  that  he  did  testify  on  or  about  April  7,  1992  in 
the  Yanny  case.  The  ORG  compelled  Armstrong  to  testify  on  that 
date  in  that  case.  The  ORG  filed  the  agreement  publicly  months 
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before  this  deposition,  and  the  0RG  had  forced  Armstrong  to  file 
the  agreement  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  which  sua  snont-e .  unsealed 
it,  because  of  the  ORG's  efforts  to  make  him  a  party  to  its 
subversion  of  the  justice  system.  The  0RG,  moreover,  divulged  the 
contents  of  the  agreement  at  least  as  early  as  1989,  thus  giving 
up  any  right  it  may  have  had  to  keep  it  confidential. 

56.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

57.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52  and  55  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 

as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

58 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

59.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  gave  a  declaration  in  the 
A2naran  litigation  on  August  26,  1991,  but  denies  that  his  action 
was  a  violation  of  any  provision  of  the  agreement. 

60.  Armstrong  admits  that  his  declaration  attached  as 
exhibits  the  two  documents  referred  to  in  paragraph  58  of  the 
ORG's  complaint,  but  denies  that  said  attachment  was  in  breach  of 
any  provisions  of  the  agreement. 

61.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 


62 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 
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63.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55  and  58  through  60  of  its  averments, 
Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to 
those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

64.  Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  what  the  ORG  learned  in  March  1992  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny. 

65 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

66.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  He  denies  moreover  that  his  giving  voluntary 
assistance  to  anyone  not  only  does  not  harm  the  ORG  but  assists 
the  ORG,  and  that  such  voluntary  assistance  to  anyone  cannot  be 
proscribed  by  any  agreement,  and  that  any  agreement  which  attempts 
to  proscribe  voluntary  assistance  is  against  public  policy, 
violative  of  the  Constitutional  right  to  freedom  of  speech, 
association,  press  and  religion,  and  is  unenforceable. 

67.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60  and  64  and  65  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 
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68.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph,  but 
denies  that  ORG  entities  CSI,  CSC  and  RTC  are  protected  by  the 
agreement,  because  they  cannot  be  protected  legally  by  an  illegal 
contract  and  they  have  acted  themselves  to  vitiate  and  waive 
whatever  protection  they  might  at  one  time  have  had,  if  any. 

69.  Armstrong  admits  that  in  his  May  27,  1992  declaration  he 
did  authenticate  another  declaration  he  had  executed  earlier. 
Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief  as  to  whether  the  transcript  had  at  one  time  been  ordered 
sealed  in  the  earlier  action  between  him  and  the  ORG,  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny.  The  transcript, 
however,  has  been  a  public  document  since  1982,  and  the  tape 
recordings  from  which  the  transcript  had  originated  have  been 
found  by  the  9th  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  to  contain  evidence  of 
criminal  fraud  and  were  released  to  the  Criminal  Investigation 
Division  of  the  IRS.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  of  his  acts  are 
violations  of  any  paragraphs  of  the  agreement  and  denies  that  he 
is  required  to  pay  one  cent  to  CSI. 

70.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

71.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  csi  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65  and  68  and  69 
of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same 
effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred 
with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth 
in  this  answer. 
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72.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

73.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

74.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

75.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSES 

Allegation  Cawmow  To  All  Affirmative  Defenses 

76.  Plaintiff  is  a  single  component  of  the  Scientology 
Organization  ("ORG")  that,  along  with  all  of  the  Scientology- 
related  beneficiaries  of  the  settlement  are  subject  to  a  unity  of 
control  exercised  by  David  Miscavige.  Plaintiff  and  all  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  were 
created  by  David  Miscavige  and  his  attorneys  as  an  attempt  to 
avoid  payment  of  taxes  and  civil  judgments  and  to  confuse  courts 
and  those  seefcing  redress  for  the  civil  and  criminal  misconduct  of 
Miscavige  and  all  other  Scientology-related  organizations, 
entities  and  individuals.  Due  to  the  unity  of  personnel, 
commingling  of  assets,  and  commonality  of  business  objectives,  any 
effort  by  plaintiff  to  separate  itself  as  being  independent  and 
separate  should  be  disregarded. 

FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Failure  To  State  A  Cause  Of  Action 

77.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
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each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69  and 
72  through  75  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

The  complaint  and  each  cause  of  action  contained  herein  fails 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  against  these  defendants  upon  which 
relief  can  be  granted. 

SECOND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(This  Court  Cannot  Enioin  The  Practice  of  A  Profession! 

78.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Any  attempt  by  plaintiff  to  limit  the  ability  to  obtain 
gainful  employment  by  these  answering  defendants,  or  any  of  them, 
is  void  and  unenforceable  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  and 
constitutes  an  unenforceable  restraint  on  the  right  of  defendants, 
or  any  of  them,  to  pursue  their  chosen  profession. 

THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

('Unclean  Handsi 

79.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  77,  78,  and  80  through  88  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
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defendants  and/or  obtaining  the  equitable  relief  requested  herein 
under  the  doctrine  of  unclean  hands. 

FOPRTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(In  Pari  Delicto! 

80.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  77  through  79,  and  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 

Notwithstanding  the  things  alleged  of  defendants  in  the 
complaint,  which  are  denied  in  the  applicable  paragraphs  herein, 
plaintiffs*  and  its  counsels'  conduct  in  connection  with  the 
events  giving  rise  to  this  action  bars  plaintiff  from  recovery 

re<?ard  to  the  complaint  under  the  doctrine  of  in  pari 
delicto. 


FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFEMfiB 
(Illegality! 

81.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  77  through  80,  and  82  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 
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Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  as  a  result  of 
its  acts  of  illegality  in  connection  with  matters  that  give  rise 
to  this  case.  Particularly  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology- 
related  entities  engaged  in  a  wholesale  attempt  to  obstruct 
justice,  suppress  evidence  in  order  to  deny  redress,  due  process, 
and  equal  protection  of  the  law  to  its  civil  and  criminal  victims 
by  means  of  obtaining  settlements  of  litigation  in  actions  in 
various  state  and  federal  courts  across  the  United  States.  In 
each  of  those  actions  attorney  Michael  j.  Flynn  was  attorney  of 
record,  or  coordinating  counsel  for  litigants  adverse  to 
Scientology,  in  each  of  those  actions  litigants  adverse  to 
Scientology  were  coerced  into  signing  secret  settlement  agreements 
the  terms  of  which  were  substantially  similar  to  those  set  forth 
in  the  settlement  agreement  at  issue  herein. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  because 
as  a  material  part  of  entering  the  settlement  agreement  with 
defendant,  plaintiff  required  defendant’s  counsel,  Michael  Flynn, 
to  sign  secret  side  agreements  for  indemnification  for  resolution 
of  the  retrial  of  Armstrong  I  were  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  entities  successful  in  obtaining  reversal  of 
Judge  Breckenridge • s  decision  on  appeal,  in  such  agreement 
Scientology  promised  to  limit  its  collections  of  damages  to 
$25,001.00  and  to  indemnify  Flynn  for  the  payment  thereof  and 
Flynn,  in  turn,  would  indemnify  Armstrong  for  any  such  judgment. 
The  existence  of  these  secret,  side  agreements  were  never 

disclosed  to  Armstrong  by  Flynn,  plaintiff,  or  other  Scientology- 
related  entities. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  because 
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as  a  material  part  of  entering  said  settlement  agreements,  it  or 
its  agents  required  attorney  Flynn  to  promise  never  to  take  any 
anti-Scientology  cases  in  the  future.  Thereafter,  although  Flynn 
has  refused  to  provide  any  declarations  for  defendant  Armstrong, 
he  has  been  willing  to  provide  documentary  assistance  to 
Scientology. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  as  a 
result  of  its  acts  of  illegality  in  connection  with  the  commission 
of  acts  giving  rise  to  the  action  entitled  Aznaran  v.  church  of 
gcientglogy  of  California.  Case  No  C88-1786  JMI  (Ex)  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Central  District  of  California  (the 
"Aznaran  case") ;  conduct  by  plaintiff,  its  counsel  and  others, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  making  of  certain  settlement 
proposals  to  Barry  Van  Sickle,  Esq.,  for  direct  communication  to 
Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran  ("the  Aznarans")  knowing  that  Van  Sickle 
had  been  disqualified  from  representing  the  Aznarans,  and  knowing 
that  the  Aznarans  at  the  time  were  represented  by  Ford  Greene  and 
participating  in  conduct  which  resulted  in  the  Aznarans  (in  hopes 
of  facilitating  settlement  and  in  accordance  with  plaintiff's 
conditions)  dismissing  their  counsel,  Ford  Greene,  whereupon  while 
the  Aznarans  were  in  pro  per,  plaintiff  withdrew  any  offer  of 
settlement  and  commenced  loading  up  the  record  with  voluminous, 
sophisticated  and  dispositive  motions,  including  but  not  limited 
to  two  for  summary  judgment.  In  consequence  thereof  defendant 
Armstrong  only  provided  aid  and  assistance  to  counsel  whom  the 
Aznarans  subsequently  employed  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  their 
rights  to  redress,  due  process  and  equal  protection  of  the  law. 

Furthermore,  other  acts  of  illegality  by  plaintiff  and  other 
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Scientology-related  entities  have  been  publicly  documented. 
Plaintiffs  have  engaged  in  acts  of  impropriety,  as  set  forth 
above,  and  including  what  the  District  Court  in  the  Aznaran  case 


referred  to  in  a  written  order,  entered  after  most  of  the  events 
in  issue  herein,  as  "outrageous  litigation  tactics."  Also,  in 
addition  to  the  Flynn  settlement  agreements  the  conduct  of 
plaintiff  and  other  Scientology-related  organizations,  entities 
and  individuals  against  persons  "adverse  to  Scientology"  including 
citizens,  counsel,  judges  and  government  authorities  (including 
but  not  limited  to  illegal  surveillance,  obtaining  telephone 
company  records,  breaking  and  entering,  threatening  conduct,  and 
violence)  have  discouraged  and  intimidated  knowledgeable  persons 
from  disclosing  their  knowledge  about,  or  otherwise  coming  forward 
against,  the  illegal  activities  of  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals,  and 
from  assisting  victims  thereof  to  obtain  redress,  due  process  and 
equal  protection  of  the  law. 

8IXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Fraud  and  Deceit! 

82.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a  j 
sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  and  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  of  its  fraud  and  deceit  in 

i 

.  { 


Page  23 . 


AMSKDZD  AJtSWQt  TO  AXBQHD  COMPUUHT 


U'_ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

g 

r» 

fitai. 


l/J  (  XI  •  I  I'-I.LJ  l— nVN'  I  VI\U  \L_1_I  II—  -TAW'  --r  ->  *  w 


representing  to  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  that  its  management 
had  changed  and  no  longer  would  engage  in  illegal  activities,  that 
it  wanted  to  buy  peace,  that  it  would  leave  defendants,  and  each 
of  them  alone,  and  that  the  false  affidavit  that  it  required 
Armstrong  to  sign  as  a  condition  of  the  settlement  would  be 
disclosed  only  if  Armstrong  attacked  the  ORG.  Plaintiff  made  the 
foregoing  representations  to  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  with 
knowledge  of  the  falsity  thereof  at  the  time  said  representations 
were  made  and  with  the  intent  to  deceive  defendants,  and  each  of 
them,  who  actually  and  justifiably  relied  on  those  material 
misrepresentations  to  their  injury  by  signing  the  settlement 
agreement.  In  fact,  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology-related 
organizations,  entities  and  individuals  never  intended  to  cease 
their  illegal  and  immoral  activities,  never  intended  to  buy  peace 
with  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  never  intended  to  leave 
Armstrong  alone,  never  intended  not  to  use  the  false  declaration 
only  if  Armstrong  attacked  the  ORG,  and  never  intended  to  abide  by 
the  terms  of  the  settlement  agreement.  Rather  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  entities  intended  to  use  the  settlement 
agreement  as  a  tool  for  the  implementation  of  the  Fair  Game  Policy 
and  Scientology's  litigation  tactics  so  as  to  engineer  a  reversal 
of  Judge  Breckenridge 1 s  decision  in  Armstrong  I.  to  collusively 
resolve  any  re-trial  of  Armstrong  I.  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
so-called  MCCS  tapes  which  were  evidence  of  Scientology  employing 
attorneys  for  the  purpose  of  committing  future  crimes  and  frauds, 
to  use  the  false  declaration  in  other  litigation  without  regard  to 
Armstrong's  conduct,  and  to  otherwise  obstruct  justice  and 
suppress  evidence  of  facts  which  discredited  plaintiff  and  other 
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Scientology-related  entities. 


Said  Fair  Game  Policy  states  that  any  enemy  of  Scientology 
“ [m]ay  be  deprived  of  property  or  injured  by  any  means 
by  any  Scientologist  without  any  discipline  of  the 
Scientologist.  May  be  tricked,  sued  or  lied  to  or 
destroyed . " 

Scientology’s  litigation  strategy  is  as  follows: 

"The  law  can  be  used  very  easily  to  harass,  and  enough 
harassment  on  somebody  who  is  simply  on  the  thin  edge 
anyway,  well  knowing  that  he  is  not  authorized,  will 
generally  be  sufficient  to  cause  his  professional 
decease,  if  possible,  of  course,  ruin  him  utterly." 

From  the  outset,  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  settlement 
agreement  with  defendant,  and  the  execution  of  all  other  Flynn 
settlement  agreements,  it  was  the  intent  of  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  to 
continue  to  wage  war  on  and  harass  Armstrong,  to  continue  to 
engage  in  illegal  activities  and  conduct,  and  to  suppress  evidence 
and  obstruct  justice  by  means  of  said  agreements  and  to  use  said 
^9f®ements  as  a  tool  of  Fair  Game  and  the  litigation  strategy  of 
ruin  in  order  to  ensure  that  information  regarding  Scientology’s 
crimes  and  civil  misconduct  would  stay  suppressed,  and  its 
criminal  and  civil  victims  would  be  denied  legal  redress  and 
justice. 

Moreover,  Flynn  advised  Armstrong  that  he  would  always  be 
available  in  the  future  to  represent  Armstrong  if  Armstrong  had  to 
litigate  with  the  ORG  in  the  future.  Said  statement  was  false  and 
misleading  because  Flynn  had  signed  an  agreement  with  the  ORG 
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promising  not  to  represent  anti-ORG  litigants  in  the  future. 
Armstrong  relied  on  the  truth  of  Flynn's  statement  in  signing  the 
settlement  agreement. 

SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Estoppel^ 

83.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint/  and  as  a 
seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto/  these  answering 
defendants  repeat/  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  81,  82  and  84  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  equitably  estopped  from  asserting  each  and  all 
of  the  purported  causes  of  action  in  the  complaint  by  reason  of 
its  own  acts,  omissions,  and  conduct,  or  that  of  its  agents, 
including,  but  not  limited  to  the  fact  that  it  violated  the 
settlement  agreement  in  that  it  or  its  agents  provided  information 
from  Armstrong  I  that  was  the  subject  of  the  settlement  agreement 
to  various  persons  and  in  various  litigation  including  but  not 
limited  to  The. London  Sunday  Times.  The  Los  Angeles  Times,  the 
instant  litigation,  the  Corvdon  litigation,  and  in  Church  of 
Sc_ientQloqY  Qf  California  v.  Russell  Miller  and  penguin  Books 

Limited  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Case  No.  6140  in  London, 
England,  where  a  Scientology-related  entity  filed  multiple 
affidavits  attacking  defendant  Armstrong. 

As  yet  a  further  basis  for  barring  plaintiff  on  the  ground  of 
estoppel,  defendant  has  requested  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology— 
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related  entities  to  release  Flynn  and  his  other  former  attorneys 
from  the  agreements  they  signed  never  to  represent  Armstrong 
again,  and  plaintiff  and  said  entities  have  refused  to  do  so. 

EIGHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DBFEN8E 

(Waiver^ 

84.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as 
an  eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 

68,  69,  72  through  75,  81,  82,  and  83,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  by  reason  of  their  own  acts, 
omissions  and  conduct,  or  that  of  its  agents. 

NIHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Mistake  Of  Law^ 

85.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  84,  and  86  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong’s  former 
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attorney ,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  said  defendant  that  the 
provisions  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  plaintiff  is  seeking 
to  enforce  herein  were  not  in  any  way  enforceable.  Armstrong 
relied  on  such  representations,  but  for  which  he  would  not  have 
signed  said  settlement  agreement. 

TENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Mistake  Of  Fact! 

86.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 

tenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  85,  87,  and  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong's  former 
attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  said  defendant  that  the 
provisions  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  plaintiff  is  seeking 
to  enforce  herein  were  not  in  any  way  enforceable.  Armstrong 
relied  on  such  representations,  but  for  which  he  would  not  have 
signed  said  settlement  agreement. 

ELEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Conflict  of  Interests 

87.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
tenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
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through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  86,  and  88,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong's  former 
attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  in  conjunction  with  settling  Armstrong's 
case  against  Scientology-related  entities,  also  settled  30  other 
cases,  including  cases  of  his  own  against  Scientology— related 
defendants  without  procuring  outside  counsel  for  defendant. 

TWELFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Duress  and  Undue  Influence) 

88.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
Twelfth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  81  through  87,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  had 
implemented  Fair  Game  Policy  stratagems  on  defendant  Armstrong's 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn  and  upon  other  anti-Scientology 
litigants  and  would  continue  such  conduct  against  all  such  persons 
unless  all  said  anti-Scientology  litigants,  including  Flynn, 
signed  settlement  agreements  substantially  similar  to  that  signed 
by  defendant  Armstrong. 

Further,  in  early  December  1986,  attorney  Flynn  and  other 
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anti-Scientology  litigants,  postured  Armstrong  as  a  deal  breaker, 
by  stating  that  their  desires  to  settle  would  be  ruined  unless 
defendant  Armstrong  agreed  to  settle  and  led  him  to  believe  if  he 
did  not  sign  the  agreement,  they  would  not  cooperate  in  such  event 
by  acting  as  Armstrong's  witnesses  and  zealous  advocate  on  the 
trial  of  his  cross-complaint  against  Scientology  set  to  commence 
shortly  thereafter  in  Armstrong  I . 


THIRTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Laches) 

89.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  laches. 


FOURTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(.Impossibility) 

90.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fourteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  impossibility. 

FIFTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 


{ Frustration  of  Contractual  Purpose! 

91.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fifteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 


defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  frustrating 
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defendants’,  and  each  of  their,  ability  to  perform  the  terms  of 
the  settlement  agreement. 

SIXTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEEEN8B 
(Unfair  and  Unreasonable  Contract! 

92.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
sixt©®hth  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
is  unreasonable  and  unfair  as  to  defendant  Armstrong. 

SEVENTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Lack  of  Mutuality! 

93.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
seventeenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement,  as  interpreted  by  plaintiff,  lacks  in  reciprocity  and 
mutuality. 

EIGHTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Ambiguity* 

94.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
eighteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  in  ambiguous  and  incapable  of  enforcement. 
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NINETEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Lack  of  Adequate  Consideration! 

95.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
nineteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  not  supported  by  adequate  consideration. 

TWENTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Unconscionabil ity ) 


96.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twentieth  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  unconscionable. 


twenty-first  affirmative  defense 

(Adhesion^ 

97.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 


defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  a  contract  of  adhesion. 


twenty-second  affirmative  defense 

(Hardship^ 

98.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint, 
twenty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto. 


and  as  a 
these 
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answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants ,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  would  work  an  unfair  hardship  on  defendants,  and  each  of 
them. 

TWENTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVES  DEFENSE 
(Of fsetl 

99.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Any  damages  that  plaintiff  has  suffered  in  consequence  of  the 
alleged  conduct  is  exceeded  by  the  damages  suffered  by  defendants, 
and  each  of  them,  in  consequence  of  the  misconduct  of  plaintiff, 
and  plaintiff's  agents'  acts  of  Fair  Game  and  therefore  plaintiff 
should  take  nothing. 

TWENTY- FOURTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Liquidated  Damages  Act  As  Penalty^ 

100.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty- fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement’s  provision  of  liquidated  damages  is  not  an 

approximation  of  damage,  but  is  intended  to  act  and  does  act  as  a 
penalty. 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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TWENTY-FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Religion! 

101.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  religion  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY-SIXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Speech 1 

102.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  speech  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY- SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Press! 

103.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  press  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

/// 
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104.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
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defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  association  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY-NINTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

f Privacy! 

105.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants',  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
violates  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  right  of  privacy 
guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

THIRTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Implied  Covenant  of  Good  Faith  and  Fair  Dealing! 

106.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirtieth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  conduct  of 
plaintiff  and  its  agents  violates  the  implied  covenant  of  good 
faith  and  fair  dealing. 

/// 


Page  35. 


AKETOED  AKSVEH  TO  4MSXDB0  CCMPLAXRT 


W  I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

3 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

13 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

s 

re 

BJvdL 


THIRTY-FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
( Justification  -  Defense  of  Another,  interests 

of  Third  Persons,  and  the  Public) 


107.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  13  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 
68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

At  all  relevant  times,  the  acts  of  these  answering  defendants 
were  privileged  and  justified  because  they  were  done  in  the 
defense  of  others,  the  interests  of  third  parties,  the  interests 
of  justice,  and  the  interests  of  the  public. 

THIRTY-8EC0ND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Res  Judicata! 

108.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff »s  complaint,  and  plaintiff's  claims  for  equitable 
relief  and  for  damages,  are  barred  by  the  doctrine  of  res 
judicata. 

THIRTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DgFRNSE 

(Collateral  Estoppel! 

109.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 
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Plaintiff’s  complaint,  and  plaintiff's  claims  for  equitable 
relief  and  for  damages,  are  barred  by  the  doctrine  of  collateral 
estoppel . 

THIRTY- FOURTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE  j 

fFailure  to  Mitigate  Damages! 

110.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty- fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff,  and/or  its  agent,  and/or  its  counsel,  failed  to 
take  proper  and  reasonable  steps  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  damages 
alleged  in  the  amended  complaint,  and  to  the  extent  of  such 
failure  to  mitigate  or  to  avoid,  damages  allegedly  incurred  by 
plaintiff,  if  any,  should  be  reduced  accordingly. 

THIRTY-FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Action  Barred  By  Equity  and  Civil  Code  Provisions) 

111.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 

68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  by  the  general 
principles  of  equity  and  the  specific  provisions  of  Part  IV  of  the 
Civil  Code,  including  but  not  limited  to  §§  3512,  3517,  3519, 

3524,  (without  any  admission  of  wrongdoing  by  defendants)  and 
3533. 
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THIRTY-SIXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Void  As  Against  Public  Policy) 

112.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint/  and  as  a 
thirty-sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 
68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 

THIRTY- SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(The  Settlement  Agreement  Cannot  Be  Specifically  Enforced) 

113.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  cannot  be  specifically  enforced. 

THIRTY-EIGHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(The  Settlement  Agreement  Cannot  Be  Specifically  Performed^ 

114.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  cannot  be  specifically  performed. 

/// 

/// 
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THIRTY-NINTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Due  Process^ 

115.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  due  process  of  law  as  protected  by 
the  state  constitution  and  by  the  Fifth  and  Fourteenth  Amendments 
to  the  federal  constitution. 

FORTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Equal  Protection) 

116.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  equal  protection  of  law  as 
guaranteed  by  the  state  constitution  and  by  the  federal 
constitution. 

FORTY- FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Right  to  Counsell 

117.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  their  right  to  counsel  as 
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protected  by  the  state  constitution  and  by  the  Sixth  Amendment  to 
the  federal  constitution. 

FORTY-SECOND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Public  Domain! 

118.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
information  that  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  are  accused  of 
disclosing  is  in  the  public  domain. 

FORTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Privileged 

119.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the  acts 
that  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  are  accused  of  having  committed 
are  privileged. 

DEMAND  FOR  JURY  TRIAD 

Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  hereby  demand  this  case  be 
tried  by  a  jury. 

wherefore.  Defendant  Armstrong  prays  for  relief  as  follows: 

1.  That  CSI  takes  nothing  by  its  complaint; 

2.  That  Armstrong  recover  his  costs  of  suit  herein; 

3.  That  Armstrong  recover  his  attorney's  fees  and  costs  of 
defending  the  suit  herein; 

4.  That  the  Court  award  such  further  relief  as  it  may  deem 
proper. 
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Respectfully  submitted. 
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VERIFICATION 

I,  the  undersigned,  am  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  above 
entitled  action.  I  know  the  contents  of  the  foregoing  Amended 
Answer  to  Amended  Complaint  I  certify  that  the  same  is  true  of  my 
own  knowledge,  except  as  to  the  matters  which  are  therein  stated 
upon  my  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I  believe 
them  to  be  true. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and 
that  this  declaration  was  executed  on  October  7, 

Anselmo,  California. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 

I  an  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 
am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 
entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  sir  Francis  Drake 


Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  AMENDED  ANSWER  OP  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  AND  THE  GERALD 

ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION  TO  AMENDED  COMPLAINT 


on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 
a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 


San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  Wilson,  Esquire 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMP I LONG O 
235  Montgomery  street,  suite  450 
San  Francisco,  California  94104 


LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 


Graham  E.  Berry,  Esquire 
LEWIS,  D*  AMATO,  BRISBOIS  &  BISGAARD 
221  North  Figueroa  Street.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  California  90012 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  BOX  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[x]  (By  Mail)  I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 

fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 


[x]  (State) 

DATED :  October  7 


I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 
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VERIFICATION 

I,  th«  undersigned,  am  an  officer  of  defendant  The  Gerald 
Armstrong  Corporation  in  the  above  entitled  action.  I  know  the 
contents  of  the  foregoing  Amended  Answer  to  Amended  Complaint  I 
certify  that  the  same  is  true  of  my  own  knowledge,  except  as  to 
the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  upon  my  information  and 
belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I  believe  them  to  be  true. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and 
that  this  declaration  was  executed  on  the  October  7, 

Anselmo,  California. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  )  Case  No.  152229 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 

not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  )  DECLARATION  OF 

)  LAWRENCE  E.  HELLER 
Plaintiff,  ) 

) 

vs.  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

) 

Defendants .  ) 

_ ) 

I,  LAWRENCE  E.  HELLER,  hereby  declare; 

1.  I  am  an  attorney  at  law  duly  licensed  to  practice 
before  all  of  the  courts  of  the  State  of  California  and  am 
a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Turner,  Gerstenfeld,  Wilk  & 
Tigerman.  I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  matters  set  forth 
below,  and  if  called  upon  to  do  so,  could  and  would  competently 
testify  thereto. 

2.  In  1986  I  assisted  various  Churches  of  Scientology  to 
achieve  the  settlement  of  a  series  of  lawsuits  with  attorney 
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Michael  J.  Flynn  and  a  several  other  attorneys  around  the 
country,  who  represented  a  number  of  plaintiffs  and  witnesses 
against  those  Churches  of  Scientology.  Gerald  Armstrong  was  one 
of  these  plaintiffs. 

3.  To  finalize  this  settlement  with  Armstrong,  I  met  with 
Mr.  Armstrong  and  his  attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  in  Los  Angeles 
on  December  6,  1986.  I  was  present  when  Mr.  Armstrong,  in  the 
presence  of  his  attorney  signed  the  Settlement  Agreement  with 
the  Church  of  Scientology  International.  This  meeting  and 
signing  was  video  taped. 

4 .  Attached  as  Exhibit  A  to  this  Declaration  is  a  copy  of 
the  video  tape  made  at  that  meeting.  I  have  reviewed  this  tape 
and  state  that  it  accurately  depicts  all  of  the  events  of  that 
meeting. 

5.  Attached  as  Exbit  B  is  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  that 
video  tape.  I  have  reviewed  this  transcript  against  the  video, 
itself,  and  state  that  it  is  an  accurate  transcription  of  the 
video. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is 
true  and  correct.  Executed  this  2nd  day  of  March,  1992,  at 
Los  Angeles,  California. 


Lawrence  E.  Heller 
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TRANSCRIPT  OF  GERAID  ARMSTRONG  VIDEO  RECORDING  OF 
SKTTIZMKNT  AGREEMENT  SIGNING 

Appearances:  December  6,  1986 

LH:  Larry  Heller 

GA:  Gerald  Armstrong 

MF:  Michael  Flynn 

JR:  Jo  Ann  Richardson  (Notary) 

MS:  Michael  Sutter  (Witness) 


BEGINNING  OF  TAPE 

LH  This  is  fine,  that  covers  everything  and  urn,  we're  alright. 

MF  How  many  you  got  there? 

LH  Well  I  got  the  two  affidavits  for,  then  I  got  these  here 
which,  urn,  we  don't  have  to  sign  these  on  video  tape  -  we 
can  do  it  if  you  like... 

MF  It  makes  no  difference  to  me. 

LH  It's  all  the  same  to  me  too... 

LH  OK.  It's  now  9:04,  ah,  pm  on  December  6  1986  and  to  my 

left  is  Gerald  Armstrong  and  next  to  him  Michael  J.  Flynn. 
Urn,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  understand  Mr.  Flynn  is  your  attorney 
here  representing  you  today,  is  that  correct? 

GA  Right. 

LH  OK.  Ah,  Mr.  Armstrong  I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  sign  three 

documents,  ah,  a  mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement 
agreement,  and  two  separate  affidavits.  Prior  to  doing  so 
however,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  some  questions  with  regard 
to  those  documents,  um-hum,  excuse  me,  which  I  would  like 
you  to  answer  freely  and  honestly  if  you  would.  Ah,  first 
of  all  have  you  had  a  chance  to,  ah,  completely  and 
comprehensively  review  and  read  these  documents? 

GA  Yeah. 

LH  OK.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  discuss  these  documents  with 
your  attorney,  Mr.  Flynn? 


-2- 


GA  Yes. 

LH  Has  Hr.  Flynn  explained  these  documents  as  well  the  legal 
and  factual  ramifications  to  you,  legal  and  practical 
ramifications  to  you  to  your  satisfaction? 

GA  Uh,  I  think  so,  yes. 

LH  OK.  well  do  you  have  any  question  of  that  whatsoever? 

GA  No,  I  have  no  current  questions  about  it. 

LH  OK,  very  good.  You  are  going  to  sign  these  of  your  own  free 

will? 

GA  Yes. 

LH  OK.  You  are  not  suffering  from  any  duress  or 

coercion  which  is  compelling  you  to  sign  these  documents? 

GA  No. 

LH  Alright,  you  are  not  presently  under  the  influence  of 

alcohol  or  any  medication,  prescription  or  otherwise,  which 
would  impede  your  ability  to  comprehend  the  urn,  legal  and 
factual  intent  of  these  documents? 

GA  No. 

LH  Urn,  you  may  have  noticed  in  reviewing  the  settlement 
agreement  that,  ah,  you  are  part  of  a  what  we  have 
generically  described  as  a  universal  settlement,  ah,  what  I 
mean  by  that  is  and  you  probably  know  that  independently  as 
well,  as  you're  smiling.  What  I  mean  by  that... 

GA  ...  no,  just  that,  that's  the  same  as  a  global  settlement, 
right? 

LH  It's  the  same  thing.  Exactly. 

GA  Got  it. 

LH  I  said  generically  described  so  far,  universal,  global,  all 
encompassing  -  whatever  you  like,  but  the  intent  of  it  is 
that,  vim,  you  are  one  of  many  claimants  uh,  who  uh,  contend 
that  they  have  claims  against  the  Church  of  Scientology  as 
well  as  related  and  unrelated  entities  and  individuals. 

Some  of  those  claimants  have  litigation  such  as  you  do 
pending  against  the  Church  of  Scientology,  some  of  them 
don't. 

Uh,  as  you  also  may  or  may  not  know,  uh,  one  lump  sum 
payment  is  being  made  to  Mr.  Flynn.  Urn,  Mr.  Flynn  is  then 


going  to  be  distributing  from  that  lump  sum  certain  sums  to 
some  or  all  of  these  claimants. . . 

MF  After  I  go  to  Rio. 

LH  After  he  goes  to  Rio,  exactly.  Neither  I  nor  my  clients 

know  what  the  nature  or  amount  that  that  distribution  is  urn, 
and  we  don't  want  to  know.  Uh,  what's  important  to  us  is 
that  you  realize  that  it's  a  universal/global  settlement; 
that  you  realize  that  you  are  getting  paid  a  certain  amount 
out  of  that  settlement,  if  you  in  fact  are,  and  I'm  making 
the  assumption  you  are,  but  that,  uh,  and  also  that  you  tell 
me  while  we're  now  on  video  tape  that  you  are  happy  and 
satisfied  with  the  amount  that  Mr.  Flynn  has  promised  to 
pay  you. 

(phone  rings  and  is  answered) 

GA  Yes . 

LH  OK,  now,  other  than  any  representations  which  Mr.  Flynn  has 
made  to  you  in  order  to  uh,  get  you  to  sign  this  uh,  have 
any  other  representations  been  made  by  either  myself  or  my 
clients  or  anything  else  which  has  compelled  you  to  sign 
these  documents? 

Now,  what  I'm  saying  to  you  is  there  are  obviously 
representations  in  the  documents . . . 

GA  Correct. 

LH  Mr.  Flynn  has  spoken  with  you  -  he  has  said  you  will  get 
this  and  that  for  the,  uh,  whether  money  or  other 
consideration  for  the  signing  of  these  documents . . . 

GA  Right. 

LH  OK,  now  I  want  to  make  sure  that  were  there  any  other 

representations  made  to  you  of  anything  you  would  get  in 
consideration  for  the  signing  of  these  documents. 

GA  Not  in  terms  of  what  I  would  get:  no. 

LH  OK.  Along  those  same  lines  -  As  I  said  this  is  a 

universal  settlement  -  ah,  accordingly,  ah,  it  is  possible 
that  some  of  the  other  parties  may  not  settle  for  some 
reason,  and  I  want  you  to  be  aware  of  the  fact  that  if  in 
fact  one  of  those  other,  one  or  more  of  those  other 
parties  do  not  settle,  this  settlement  falls  through. 

You're  aware  of  that? 

GA  OK. 
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LH  OK,  and  you're  also  aware  of  the  fact  however  that  we  are 

putting  these  in  what  is  in  effect  an  escrow  account  -  these 
documents  and  this  video  tape  -  an  escrow,  urn,  sort  of 
holding  place,  uh,  so  that  all  of  these  documents  in  the 
video  tape  will  be  destroyed  if  the,  uh,  settlement  does  not 
go  through.  And  you're  aware  of  all  that?  ...OK? 

GA  Um-hum. 

LH  OK,  uh,  with  that  then  why  don't  we  take  a  picture  of  the 
mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement  agreement  and 
then  I'll  ask  you  to  sign  it. 

. . . zoom  to  document. . . 

LH  OK,  now  what  I'm  going  to  ask  you  to  do  is  please  is  to 

initial  each  of  the  bottom  of  each  of  these  pages,  I'll  turn 
the  page  for  you  and  then  you'll  sign  it,  I  think  in  two 
different  places  if  you  would. 

...GA  initials  the  document. . . 

MF  Oh  you've  got  a  signature  there,  Lar. 

LH  Oh,  I'm  sorry ...  that ' s  right. . .right  up  here. 

...GA  continues  to  initial  and  sign  the  document... 

LH  OK  and  if  you'd  date  and  sign  there  please. 

...GA  signs  the  document. . . 

MF  You  didn't  want  to  eat  dinner  with  any  of  those  people 
anyway . 

LH  No,  what  did  I  want  to  go  out  to  dinner  for.  Is  that  crazy? 
OK,  let's  see,  if  you  give  it  to  Mr.  Flynn,  he'll  sign  it 
...  and  you'll  take  two  separate  pictures  of  these  Ted. 

. . . zoom  into  document. . . 

MF  Little  art  work? 

GA  I  think  it... I  think  we  have  to,  seeing  as  that's  how  the 
checks  are. 

LH  OK  and  I've  just  taken  a  picture  of  this  affidavit  and  asked 
that  you  initial  at  the  bottom  of  the  pages  and  then  sign  it 
once  you  get  your  pen  back. 

. . .GA  signs  document. . . 

MF  (Laughs) 


LH  OK,  and  here  is  the  second  affidavit... 

...zoom  into  document... 

LH  OK. 

...GA  signs  document... 

MF  How  do  you  do  that  so  quickly?  That's  awesome. 

LH  Urn. . .  OK,  do  you  have  any  sort  of  identification  on  you  so 
we  can  give  it  to  the  notary? 

GA  Sure . 

LH  So  she  can  notarize  your  documents. 

GA  We  haven't  met  before,  have  we? 

JR  No. 

LH  Why  don't  I  have  you  sign... 

LH  Uh,  I  don't  think  we  need  to  take  a  picture  of  this,  this  is 

the  stipulated  sealing  order  but  you  know  what,  all  of  these 
are  for  Bruce  Bunch's  signature  I  think... 

MF  Oh,  are  they. . . 

LH  Because. . . 

MF  Should  we  get  Bruce  donw  here  at  some  point? 

LH  Well... 

MF  Bruce  is  in  trial  I  think. . . 

GA  Yeah,  he  is. 

MF  Yeah,  whatever,  we  can  get  Bruce  back  down  here.  He's  in 
the  middle  of  a  trial... 

LH  I  think  I'd  want  either  Bruce  or  Julia's  signature  on  this. 

MF  Julia  would  probably  be  easier. . . 

LH  Yeah... 

MF  Cause  Bruce  is  in  the  middle  of  a  trial. 

LH  Well  we  can  arrange  for  that,  that  shouldn't  be  a  problem... 


MF  Well  she's  coining  Monday  to  do  hers.  .  .right? 

LH  Exactly,  um,  ok,  I  noticed  by  the  way,  in  this  stipulation 

for  return  of  sealed  materials,  it  also  has  Mr.  Armstrong's 
signature  and  your  signature  on  it  so... Let's  take  a  picture 
of  that. 

. . . zoom  into  document. . . 

LH  And  have  you  had  a  chance  to  read  this  yet  Mr.  Armstrong? 

GA  Yeah. 

LH  OK. . .alright. . .  would  you  date  and  sign  that  please. 

GA  I  keep  thinking  it's  '85. 

LH  It's  a  good  way. . .certainly. . .not  to  confuse  your 
signature. . . 

GA  No. 

LH  ...Because  Mr.  Armstrong  is,  um,  putting  a  face  on  his 
signature. 

GA  Makes  it  valuable. 

LH  Exactly. 

MF  It's  awesome ...  as  opposed  to  my  ugly  scrawl . 

LH  You  probably  have  the  same  artistic  talent  that  I  have, 
which  is. . . 

MF  Mine  is  zero. 

LH  Zero  to  none.  OK,  and  I  think  that's  it.  Thank  you  Ted. 

Oh  OK,  or  do  you  have  any  questions? 

GA  No ,  no 

MF  Those  are  orders . . . 

LH  These  are  orders  which  will  be  signed  by  the  attorneys  which 
will  relate  to  sealing  the  files  so  that  no  one  can  get  into 
them  as  well  dismissing  your  actions.  Those  will  be  signed 
when  the  entire  settlement  is  finished,  um,  and  then  given 
to  the  court  for  Judge  Breckenridge' s  signature. 

GA  OK. . . 

LH  OK. 
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MF  We  should  put  how  many  docs  we  got . . . 

GA  Do  you  need  duplicate  sets  signed?  Or  is  that... 

MF  No,  no  there's  only  one... 

LH  No. 

. . .counting  documents. . . 

MF  1-2-3-4  here. 

LH  OK,  I've  got  two  here  which  is  six  and  then  there's  two 
affidavits  which  is  eight. 

LH  OK,  and  if  you  got  a  drivers  license  or. . . 

GA  Right  here . 

JR  He  gave  it  to  me . . . 

LH  Already  got  it? 

GA  Yeah. 

JR  You  need  to  put  your  signature  there  and  your  address  there 
please. 

LH  So  you  had  a  good  time  today? 

MF  Oh  yeah,  we  had  an  excellent  time,  it  was  very  pleasant  and 
we  had  a  nice  plane  ride  up  -  nice  plane  ride  back. . . 

LH  Well  Michael's  good  company. 

MF  Nice  visit  with  ah... yeah,  Mike's  very  good  company...  nice, 
pleasant. . . 

LH  I've  flown  with  him  once  or  twice  myself. 

MF  Yeah. 

LH  The  trouble  with  me,  he  ususally  sleeps.  I'm  not  sure  why 
that  is. 

MF  No,  we  didn't  sleep,  (laughs) . 

MF  Witnesses,  we  need  witnesses  with  some  of  these  docs. 

LH  Uh,  no  I  think  there  was  a  one... that's  right. 

MF  ...several  are  needed... 


LH  . . .well,  just,  no  only. . . 

MF  ...just  the  release. 

LH  Only  the  ah,  mutual  release. . .did  I  see  a  witness  signature 
there?  And  there  were...  you  know  let's  get  Ted  back  -  As  a 
matter  of  fact  Ted,  why  don't  you  roll  this  again  because 
we're  going  to  have  witnesses  sign.  Thanks  for  reminding 
me. 

MS  Should  Ted  be  a  witness? 

LH  Oh,  you  two  were  witnesses  so  far...  OK,  we're  back  on  the 
camera  -  9:15  -  and  I  neglected  to  get  witnesses  signatures 
on  the  uh,  mutual  release  of  all  claims  and  settlement 
agreement  so  why  don't  I  do  that  right  now. 

...Witnesses  sign... 

MS  Just  the  one? 

LH  Okee-dokee,  yup,  and  those  are  affidavits.  Will  you  stamp 
them?  Thanks  Ted.  Allright,  so. . .we  want  to  put  up  all 
this  down  in  the  vault. . . 

MF  This  all  goes  together. 

LH  ...and  you've  marked  that  stuff  for  Michael  Hertzberg. 

MF  Yeah.  All  marked. 


END  OF  TAPE 
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Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
California  State  Bar  No.  107601 
HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 
Telephone:  (415)  258-0360 


PAUL  M0RANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O,  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
(213)  459-4745 


Attorneys  for  Defendant 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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Hub  law  offices 

k*'1  Greta*.  Etquire 
n  Sir  Fraud*  DraJc*  BJvd 
^  Anteiiao,  CA  94960 
(41S)2J5&4»60 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
for— prof it  religious 
corporation ; 


No.  BC  052395 


Plaintiffs,  ) 


vs. 


) 


) 


AMENDED  ANSWER  07  SBB>T.n 
ARMSTRONG  AND  THE  GERALD 
ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION  TO 
AMENDED  COMPLAINT 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive. 


Defendants. 


) 


) 


.) 


Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  hereinafter  "Armstrong,1'  and  The 
Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation,  hereinafter  "TGAC, "  defendants, 
hereby  jointly  submit  the  following  amended  answer  to  the  amended 
complaint  of  plaintiff,  CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL, 
hereinafter  "CSI."  Although  the  following  Answer  may  be  framed  i, 
the  singular,  it  shall  be  interpreted  to  refer  to  both  answering 
defendants  unless  the  referred  to  event  took  place  before  July 
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1987 ^  in  which  event  said  allegation  shall  apply  to  Gerald 

Armstrong  as  an  individual  only  because  prior  to  said  date  TGAC 
did  not  exist. 

1.  Armstrong  admits  there  was  a  settlement  agreement 
entered  into  in  December,  1986,  but  denies  each  and  every 
allegation  of  the  rest  of  this  paragraph.  Armstrong's  only 
actions  have  been  those  necessitated  by  the  violations  by  the 
Scientology  organization,  including  CSI,  hereinafter  the  "0RG,»  of 
the  express  terms  and  spirit  of  the  settlement  agreement.  It  is 
the  ORG  which  has  embarked  on  a  deliberate  campaign  to  breach  the 
provisions  of  the  agreement,  and  foment  litigation,  hatred  and 
ill-will  against  ARMSTRONG. 

2 .  Armstrong  admits  that  he  entered  into  a  settlement 
agreement  with  the  ORG  in  December  1986  of  his  cross— complaint  in 
Chyrch.o £  Scientology  of  California  v.  Gerald  Armstrong.  Los 

Angeles  Superior  Court  No.  c  420  153  hereinafter  Armstrong  i. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  agreement  was  for  the  benefit  of 


numerous  third-parties;  he  asserts  that  the  agreement  is  to 
constitute  a  fraud  on  courts,  nationally  and  internationally,  and 
upon  the  public  of  the  World.  Armstrong  denies  that  the 
description  of  the  ORG  as  a  church  is  true.  Armstrong  denies 

description  of  him.  It  is  the  ORG  which  sought  by  litigation 
and  covert  means  to  disrupt  Armstrong's  activities  and  life,  and 
which  displayed  through  the  years  an  intense  and  abiding  hatred 
for  Armstrong,  and  an  eagerness  to  annoy  and  harass  Armstrong  by 
spreading  enmity  and  hatred  about  him  among  its  employees, 
customers,  victims,  in  the  media,  the  courts  and  the  world. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  sought  to  end  Armstrong's  covert 
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activities,  because  there  were  no  such  covert  activities,  nor  to 
end  the  litigation.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  agreement  contained 
carefully  negotiated  and  agreed-upon  provisions.  Armstrong  was  not 
included  in  one  word  of  the  negotiations,  which  were  engineered  by 
the  ORG  through  the  compromise  of  Armstrong’s  attorney.  Armstrong 
never  agreed  to  the  conditions,  but  did  agree  with  the 
representations  of  his  attorney  that  the  conditions  were 
unenforceable.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  bargained  for  the 
settlement  provisions  to  put  an  end  to  enmity  and  strife  generated 
by  Armstrong  because  Armstrong  generated  no  such  enmity  and 
strife. 

3 .  Armstrong  denies  that  this  action  arises  from  his 
deliberate  and  repeated  breaches  of  provisions  of  the  agreement. 
Armstrong  denies  moreover  that  he  can  violate  the  agreement 
because  its  provisions  are  contrary  to  public  policy  and  illegal. 
Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  fully  performed  its  obligations 
under  the  agreement;  rather,  it  violated  both  the  letter  and 
spirit  from  the  date  of  its  signing.  Armstrong  denies  that  he 
never  intended  to  keep  his  part  of  the  bargain.  Armstrong  admits 
that,  based  on  the  representations  of  his  lawyer  that  the 
referenced  provisions  were  unenforceable  and  that  the  ORG  lawyers 
also  knew  they  were  unenforceable,  he  also  considered  said 
provisions  unenforceable.  Armstrong  denies  that  he  ever  extracted 
money  from  the  ORG.  Armstrong  denies  that  in  June  1991  he  had 
finished  spending  his  money.  In  August  1990  Armstrong  had  given 
away  all  his  assets  for  reasons  unrelated  to  the  ORG,  except  that 
he  evaluated  that  because  the  ORG  committed  so  much  harm  with  its 
billions  of  dollars  there  was  no  reason  not  to  give  his  money 
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away#  and  that  it  was  better  to  combat  the  ORG's  tyranny  without 
money  than  not  to  combat  it  with  wheelbarrow  loads  of  it. 
Armstrong  denies  that  in  June,  1991  he  began  any  campaign, 

Provi^®^  any  confidential  information  to  anyone,  copies  of  any 
agreement,  declarations,  and  paralegal  assistance  to  any 
litigants.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  repeatedly  demanded  that 
Armstrong  end  his  constant  and  repeated  breach  of  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement.  There  has  never  been  a  constant  and  repeated 
breach  of  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  by  Armstrong,  nor  has 
there  ever  been  a  repeated  demand  from  the  ORG. 

4.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  ORG  bargained  for  peace. 
Armstrong  admits  that  the  ORG  reguests  liquidated  damages,  but 
denies  that  the  ORG  is  due  such  damages  pursuant  to  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  and  states  that  said  liquidated  damages  are 
invalid.  By  its  acts  in  violation  of  the  agreement  the  ORG  has 
sacrificed  its  right  to  any  relief,  including  damages.  It  is 
Armstrong  who  is  due  liquidated  damages.  Armstrong  denies  that 
the  ORG  requests  injunctive  relief  to  prevent  additional  and 
future  breaches  by  Armstrong.  There  have  been  no  breaches  by 
Armstrong  and  there  can  be  no  future  breaches  by  Armstrong  because 
of  the  ORG’s  violations  of  the  agreement  and  because  the  agreement 
itself  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  illegal. 

5.  Armstrong  denies  CSI's  description  of  itself.  Armstrong 
admits  that  CSI  is  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  and  has  its  principal  offices  in  Los  Angeles. 

Armstrong  denies  that  Scientology  is  a  religion.  Scientology 
employs  a  self-ascribed  religious  status  so  as  to  exploit  the 
extraordinary  benefits  conferred  by  the  religious  liberty  clauses 
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of  the  First  Amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitution. 

6.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  is  a  resident  of  Marin  County, 
California. 

7.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 
and  is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

8.  Armstrong  admits  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this 
paragraph . 

9.  Armstrong  admits  that  the  agreement  was  entered  into 
with  the  participation  of  respective  counsel,  but  denies  that  it 
was  after  full  negotiation.  Armstrong  denies  that  the  provisions 
of  the  agreement  were  carefully  framed  by  the  parties  and  their 
counsel  to  accurately  reflect  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 
Armstrong  only  participated  in  the  framing  of  one  provision  in  the 
agreement,  the  one  allowing  him  to  keep  his  art.  Armstrong  was, 
in  fact,  carefully  kept  in  the  dark  concerning  the  settlement 
provisions  by  the  ORG  and  his  counsel.  The  provisions,  moreover, 
do  not  contain  the  actual  agreement  of  the  parties  concerning 
their  unenforceability.  Nor  do  they  contain  the  agreement  whereby 
the  ORG  contracted  with  Armstrong's  lawyer  to  not  represent  him  in 
future  litigation  regarding  the  agreement.  And  they  do  not 
contain  the  agreement  whereby  Armstrong's  lawyer  would  assist  the 
ORG  in  allowing  it  to  attack  Armstrong  without  his  response,  nor 
the  side  indemnity  agreement  and  other  agreements  with  Armstrong's 
lawyer  for  a  collusive  appeal  and  rigged  retrial  of  the  underlying 
action.  The  purpose  of  the  agreement  was  to  engineer  a  reversal 

of  Judge  Breckenridge's  1984  decision  holding  for  Armstrong  on 
Scientology's  complaint  against  Armstrong  in  Armstrong  t. 
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10.  Armstrong  denies  the  totality  of  this  paragraph.  There 
never  was  a  series  of  covert  activities  by  Armstrong  intended  to 
discredit  ORG  leaders,  spark  government  raids,  create  phony 
’'evidence'*  of  wrongdoing  against  the  ORG  and  ultimately  destroy 
the  ORG  and  its  leadership. 

11.  Armstrong  admits  that  when  asked  by  ORG  lawyer  Lawrence 
Heller  during  the  videotaped  signing  of  the  settlement  agreement 
if  he  was  acting  of  his  own  free  will  he  said  he  was.  Armstrong 
was,  however,  under  great  duress  resulting  from  years  of  ORG 
abuse,  threats  and  attacks,  his  manipulation  by  the  ORG  through 
his  attorney  as  a  deal-breaker  during  the  settlement,  and  his 
knowledge  of  ORG  policies  of  hatred  and  vindictiveness.  Armstrong 
denies  that  in  later  1991  he  revealed  for  the  first  time  that  he 
believed  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  signed  the  provisions  were 
unenforceable.  Armstrong  put  his  opinion  of  the  provisions* 
unenforceability  in  his  declaration  dated  March  15,  1990,  which 
the  ORG  received  within  a  week  of  that  date.  Moreover, 

Armstrong's  lawyer,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  Armstrong  that  he  had 
advised  the  ORG  in  December  1986,  before  the  agreement  was  signed 
that  the  provisions  were  unenforceable. 

12.  Armstrong  does  not  answer  these  allegations  of  this 

paragraph  inasmuch  as  they  have  been  stricken  by  court  order. 

13.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

14 .  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

15.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

16.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

17.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
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wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 

18.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph,  but 
denies  that  the  Aznarans  were  Scientology  parishioners?  they  were 
Scientology  victims.  Scientology  is  not  a  religion. 

19.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

20.  Armstrong  admits  that  while  Yanny  was  acting  as  the 
Aznarans*  counsel  he  asked  Armstrong  to  help  him,  but  denies  that 
Yanny  hired  him  as  paralegal  to  work  on  the  Aznaran  case. 

21.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  travel  to  Los  Angeles 
from  Marin  Country  but  denies  that  he  asked  Yanny  to.  pay  him 
$500.00  for  his  proposed  help. 

22.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  he  provided  "paralegal  assistance."  Armstrong 
did  assist  in  drafting  two  evidentiary  declarations,  which  he 
personally  executed  as  a  witness. 

23.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 

is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

24.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

25.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  Whatever  assistance  Armstrong  gave  Yanny  in  the 
Aznaran  litigation  caused  the  ORG  no  damage,  but  assisted  it  in 
its  publicly  stated  goal  of  peace. 
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26.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16  and  18 
through  25  of  its  averments ,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to 
the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and 
averred  with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously 
set  forth  in  this  answer. 

27.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  Yanny  indicated  to  CSI's  counsel  that  he 
represented  Armstrong,  and  Armstrong  denies  that  there  exists  any 
order  of  injunction  prohibiting  Yanny  from  representing  Armstrong 
in  any  manner  whatsoever  in  any  matters  relating  to  anyone. 

28.  Armstrong  lacks  knowledge  or  information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of  the  averments  in  this  paragraph 
and  is  therefore  unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

29.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  Armstrong  adds,  moreover,  that  if,  as  the  ORG  alleges, 
the  Court  in  RTC  v.  Yannv  rejected  Yanny' s  defense  which  was 
supported  by  Armstrong's  declarations,  Armstrong  could  not  with 
those  declarations  have  aided  Yanny. 

30.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  attached  the  settlement 
agreement  to  his  July  16,  1991  declaration  as  an  exhibit,  but 
denies  that  he  had  agreed  to  keep  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
confidential.  Armstrong  was  under  duress  when  signing  the 
agreement  and  did  not  ever  agree  with  the  unenforceable  conditions 
of  the  agreement  including  confidentiality  regarding  the  agreement 
itself.  Nevertheless,  he  did  not  discuss  the  agreement  until 
after  it  was  made  public  by  the  California  Court  of  Appeal. 
Armstrong  filed  the  agreement  under  seal  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in 
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February,  1990  in  order  to  prevent  a  fraud  upon  the  Court  being 
Py  the  org,  and  it  was  the  Court  of  Appeal  which  sua 
sp.onte  unsealed  the  agreement.  But  prior  to  filing  the  agreement 
in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Armstrong  had  already  been  relieved  of  any 
conceivable  obligation  to  Keep  the  agreement  confidential  by  the 
ORG's  divulging  of  its  contents  in  other  litigations,  and 
therefore  waiving  any  right  to  have  it  remain  confidential 
thereafter. 

31.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  has  never  paid  the  ORG  $50,000, 
but  denies  that  the  ORG  has  ever  demanded  payment  of  $50,000, 
denies  that  he  owes  $50,000  to  the  ORG  for  anything  and  denies 
that  whatever  he  has  done  at  any  time  was  a  breach  of  the 
agreement.  The  agreement  is-  illegal  and  against  public  policy  and 
the  ORG  has  by  its  own  acts  sacrificed  any  right  it  ever  may  have 
had  to  enforce  any  of  its  provisions. 

32.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25  and  27  through  31  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 
paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

33.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph. 

34.  Armstrong  admits  that  in  August  1991  he  began  working  in 
Ford  Greene's  office  and  that  his  paralegal  duties  at  that  time 
involved  work  on  the  Aznaran  case.  Armstrong  denies  that 
thereafter  the  Aznarans  hired  John  Elstead.  Armstrong  admits  that 
his  employment  in  Greene's  office  has  continued  to  the  present, 
but  he  denies  that  his  activities  constitute  a  daily  and 
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continuing  breach  of  any  contract.  The  ORG’s  bargain  has  been 
rendered  a  nullity,  because  it  is  the  ORG  which  has,  through  its 
attacks  on  Armstrong,  its  overweening  reliance  on  Fair  Game  and 
similar  antisocial  policies,  and  its  attempt  to  force  upon  the 
world  an  agreement  illegal  in  the  first  place,  done  it  to  itself. 

35.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 

paragraph. 

36.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31  and  33  through  35  of  its  averments, 
Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to 
those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

37.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  any  of  his  actions  are  violations  of  the 
agreement  and  that  he  is  required  to  pay  the  ORG  one  penny  in 
liquidated  damages. 

38.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  has  not  paid  the  ORG  $50,000, 
but  denies  that  the  ORG  ever  made  a  demand  for  $50,000  and  denies 
that  whatever  he  has  done  is  a  breach  of  the  agreement. 

39.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  13 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35  and  37  and  38  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 

40.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
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that  he  denies  that  the  press  release  violated  the  agreement  and 
that  the  press  release  constituted  disclosures  of  his  experiences 
Scientology .  Statements  containing  the  same  facts  and 
similar  language  are  contained  in  the  public  file  in  this  case  in 
which  the  Org  has  sued  Armstrong;  therefore  there  is  in  the  press 
release  no  disclosure.  Moreover,  the  ORG,  by  itself  using 
Armstrongs  experiences  in  its  litigations  and  to  attack  Armstrong 
after  the  settlement  lost  any  right  it  may  have  once  had  to 
complain  of  Armstrong’s  discussing  his  experiences  to  counter  its 
attacks.  The  agreement's  confidentiality  provisions  are 
antithetical  to  civilized  conduct,  impossible  to  perform,  contrary 
to  public  policy  and  illegal. 

41.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  the  distribution  of  the  press  release  violated 
the  provisions  of  the  agreement.  By  suing  Armstrong  publicly,  by 
attacking  him  publicly  and  by  making  public  itself  the  conditions 
of  the  agreement,  including  filing  the  agreement  in  open  court, 
the  ORG  waived  any  right  it  may  have  once  had  to  object  to 
Armstrong's  public  discussion  of  the  litigation  or  the  agreement 
it  concerned.  The  agreement,  moreover,  is  illegal;  therefore  it 
is  unenforceable  and  Armstrong  is  not  bound  by  any  part  of  it. 

42.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 


43.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38  and  40  through  42 
of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same 
effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred 
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with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth 
in  this  answer. 

44.  Armstrong  admits  that  on  March  20,  1992  he  and  Greene 
granted  the  media  interviews,  but  denies  that  such  interviews  were 
additional.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  such  interviews  violated 
any  part  of  the  agreement.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  stated  that 
he  is  an  expert  in  the  misrepresentations  Hubbard  made  about 
himself  from  the  beginning  of  Dianetics  until  the  day  he  died. 
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Armstrong  admits  that  he  is  such  an  expert.  Armstrong  lacks  the 
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information  and  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
truth  of  the  averment  in  this  paragraph  that  Exhibit  c  to  the 
ORG's  complaint  is  a  true  and  correct  transcription  of  the  CNN 
broadcast  and  is  therefore  Unable  to  admit  or  deny  the  same. 

45.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

46.  m  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42 
and  44  and  45  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers 
to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied 
and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as 
previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

47 .  Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  appear  voluntarily  as 
an  expert  witness  in  the  Hunziker  case.  He  denies  that  his 
expertise  is  alleged  and  denies  that  his  expertise  is  such  that  it 
should  be  set  off  in  the  ORG's  complaint  in  quotation  marks.  He 
denies  that  his  expertise  is  in  Scientology,  but  rather  in  the 
fraud  of  Scientology  and  the  ORG's  doctrine  of  Fair  Game. 
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Armstrong  admits  that  the  World  Institute  of  Scientology 
Enterprises,  Inc.  is  named  as  a  defendant  in  the  Hunziker  case, 
admits  that  it  is  an  ORG  dominated  entity,  but  denies  that  it,  nor 
any  other  ORG  entity ,  is  protected  by  the  agreement . 

48.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  met  with  Rummonds  and  El stead, 
attorneys  for  plaintiffs  in  the  Hunziker  case,  but  denies  that  he 
discussed  his  experiences  with  any  entities  protected  by  the 
agreement.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  entities  are  protected  by 
the  agreement  because  it  is  unenforceable  on  its  face  and, 
moreover,  has  been  rendered  void  by  the  ORG’s  post-settlement 
attacks  on  Armstrong  and  its  illegal  efforts  at  enforcement. 
Armstrong  admits  that  he  agreed  to  appear  for  plaintiffs  as  an 
expert  on  the  aspects  of  Scientology  practices  and  beliefs  of 
fraud  and  Fair  Game. 

49.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph  except 
that  he  denies  that  he  testified  at  length  concerning  CSX  or  any 
other  ORG  affiliated  entities  and  individuals  protected  by  the 
agreement,  because  no  entities  or  individuals  are  protected  by  the 
agreement  due  to  the  ORG’s  acts  to  contravene  it. 

50.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  produced  documents  during  his 
March  3,  1992  deposition  but  denies  that  there  are  any  documents 
referred  to  in  paragraph  46  of  the  ORG's  complaint.  Armstrong 
denies  moreover  that  any  documents  he  produced  at  the  deposition 
wore  in  violation  of  any  agreement* 

51.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  appeared  for  a  deposition  on  or 
about  March  12,  1992  in  the  Hunziker  case.  He  denies  that  he 
claimed  he  had  been  given  a  subpoena  not  by  the  deposing  attorney. 
Armstrong  admits  that  he  said  he  had  been  given  a  deposition 
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subpoena  by  attorney  Elstead  and  that  Elstead  had  filled  out  the 
subpoena  that  morning.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  refused  to 
produce  the  subpoena,  but  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  to 
admit  or  deny  the  averment  that  it  was  not  served  on  any  of  the 
^ar^es  ^e  case.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  delivered  documents 
to  Elstead  on  or  about  March  8,  1992  and  requested  that  he  be 
served  with  a  subpoena,  but  denies  that  his  delivery  of  documents 
was  in  violation  of  the  agreement. 

52.  Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  what  the  ORG  learned  in  April  1992  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny  this  allegation. 
Armstrong  does  deny  that  he  reacquired  any  documents  which  he  had 
previously  returned  to  the  ORG.  And  he  denies  that  he  produced 

any  such  documents  either  to  Elstead  or  to  opposing  counsel  at  any 
time. 

53.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 


54 .  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45  and  47  through  52  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 
paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

55.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph  except  that  he  did  testify  on  or  about  April  7,  1992  in 
the  Yanny  case.  The  ORG  compelled  Armstrong  to  testify  on  that 
date  in  that  case.  The  ORG  filed  the  agreement  publicly  months 
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before  this  deposition,  and  the  0RG  had  forced  Armstrong  to  file 
the  agreement  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  which  sua  snont-e .  unsealed 
it,  because  of  the  ORG's  efforts  to  make  him  a  party  to  its 
subversion  of  the  justice  system.  The  0RG,  moreover,  divulged  the 
contents  of  the  agreement  at  least  as  early  as  1989,  thus  giving 
up  any  right  it  may  have  had  to  keep  it  confidential. 

56.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

57.  In  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52  and  55  of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits, 
denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to  those  specific 

as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

58 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

59.  Armstrong  admits  that  he  gave  a  declaration  in  the 
A2naran  litigation  on  August  26,  1991,  but  denies  that  his  action 
was  a  violation  of  any  provision  of  the  agreement. 

60.  Armstrong  admits  that  his  declaration  attached  as 
exhibits  the  two  documents  referred  to  in  paragraph  58  of  the 
ORG's  complaint,  but  denies  that  said  attachment  was  in  breach  of 
any  provisions  of  the  agreement. 

61.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 


62 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 


Page  15. 


AMEHDED  AJVSWER  TO  AKSHPED  COKPlAUrr 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

HUS  LAW  OFFICES 
Ford  Cr+tTXi  Zj^uirc 
71 1  5if  Franc*  Drik*  SNd. 
San  Ajucimo,  CA  ^4060 
(■♦13)  2SQ-0360 


63.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55  and  58  through  60  of  its  averments, 
Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with  respect  to 
those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in  this  answer. 

64.  Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief  as  to  what  the  ORG  learned  in  March  1992  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny. 

65 .  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

66.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph.  He  denies  moreover  that  his  giving  voluntary 
assistance  to  anyone  not  only  does  not  harm  the  ORG  but  assists 
the  ORG,  and  that  such  voluntary  assistance  to  anyone  cannot  be 
proscribed  by  any  agreement,  and  that  any  agreement  which  attempts 
to  proscribe  voluntary  assistance  is  against  public  policy, 
violative  of  the  Constitutional  right  to  freedom  of  speech, 
association,  press  and  religion,  and  is  unenforceable. 

67.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  CSI  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60  and  64  and  65  of  its 
averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same  effect 
and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred  with 
respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth  in 
this  answer. 
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68.  Armstrong  admits  the  averments  of  this  paragraph,  but 
denies  that  ORG  entities  CSI,  CSC  and  RTC  are  protected  by  the 
agreement,  because  they  cannot  be  protected  legally  by  an  illegal 
contract  and  they  have  acted  themselves  to  vitiate  and  waive 
whatever  protection  they  might  at  one  time  have  had,  if  any. 

69.  Armstrong  admits  that  in  his  May  27,  1992  declaration  he 
did  authenticate  another  declaration  he  had  executed  earlier. 
Armstrong  lacks  the  information  or  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief  as  to  whether  the  transcript  had  at  one  time  been  ordered 
sealed  in  the  earlier  action  between  him  and  the  ORG,  so  as  to 
that  averment  he  cannot  either  admit  or  deny.  The  transcript, 
however,  has  been  a  public  document  since  1982,  and  the  tape 
recordings  from  which  the  transcript  had  originated  have  been 
found  by  the  9th  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  to  contain  evidence  of 
criminal  fraud  and  were  released  to  the  Criminal  Investigation 
Division  of  the  IRS.  Armstrong  denies  that  any  of  his  acts  are 
violations  of  any  paragraphs  of  the  agreement  and  denies  that  he 
is  required  to  pay  one  cent  to  CSI. 

70.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

71.  in  answering  the  averments  contained  in  this  paragraph 
wherein  csi  adopts  by  reference  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65  and  68  and  69 
of  its  averments,  Armstrong  admits,  denies  and  avers  to  the  same 
effect  and  in  the  same  manner  as  he  admitted,  denied  and  averred 
with  respect  to  those  specific  paragraphs  as  previously  set  forth 
in  this  answer. 
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72.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph. 

73.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

74.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

75.  Armstrong  denies  each  and  every  averment  of  this 
paragraph . 

AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSES 

Allegation  Cawmow  To  All  Affirmative  Defenses 

76.  Plaintiff  is  a  single  component  of  the  Scientology 
Organization  ("ORG")  that,  along  with  all  of  the  Scientology- 
related  beneficiaries  of  the  settlement  are  subject  to  a  unity  of 
control  exercised  by  David  Miscavige.  Plaintiff  and  all  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  were 
created  by  David  Miscavige  and  his  attorneys  as  an  attempt  to 
avoid  payment  of  taxes  and  civil  judgments  and  to  confuse  courts 
and  those  seefcing  redress  for  the  civil  and  criminal  misconduct  of 
Miscavige  and  all  other  Scientology-related  organizations, 
entities  and  individuals.  Due  to  the  unity  of  personnel, 
commingling  of  assets,  and  commonality  of  business  objectives,  any 
effort  by  plaintiff  to  separate  itself  as  being  independent  and 
separate  should  be  disregarded. 

FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Failure  To  State  A  Cause  Of  Action 

77.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
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each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69  and 
72  through  75  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

The  complaint  and  each  cause  of  action  contained  herein  fails 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  against  these  defendants  upon  which 
relief  can  be  granted. 

SECOND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(This  Court  Cannot  Enioin  The  Practice  of  A  Profession! 

78.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Any  attempt  by  plaintiff  to  limit  the  ability  to  obtain 
gainful  employment  by  these  answering  defendants,  or  any  of  them, 
is  void  and  unenforceable  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  and 
constitutes  an  unenforceable  restraint  on  the  right  of  defendants, 
or  any  of  them,  to  pursue  their  chosen  profession. 

THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

('Unclean  Handsi 

79.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  77,  78,  and  80  through  88  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
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defendants  and/or  obtaining  the  equitable  relief  requested  herein 
under  the  doctrine  of  unclean  hands. 

FOPRTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(In  Pari  Delicto! 

80.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  77  through  79,  and  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 

Notwithstanding  the  things  alleged  of  defendants  in  the 
complaint,  which  are  denied  in  the  applicable  paragraphs  herein, 
plaintiffs*  and  its  counsels'  conduct  in  connection  with  the 
events  giving  rise  to  this  action  bars  plaintiff  from  recovery 

re<?ard  to  the  complaint  under  the  doctrine  of  in  pari 
delicto. 


FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFEMfiB 
(Illegality! 

81.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  77  through  80,  and  82  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 


j 
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Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  as  a  result  of 
its  acts  of  illegality  in  connection  with  matters  that  give  rise 
to  this  case.  Particularly  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology- 
related  entities  engaged  in  a  wholesale  attempt  to  obstruct 
justice,  suppress  evidence  in  order  to  deny  redress,  due  process, 
and  equal  protection  of  the  law  to  its  civil  and  criminal  victims 
by  means  of  obtaining  settlements  of  litigation  in  actions  in 
various  state  and  federal  courts  across  the  United  States.  In 
each  of  those  actions  attorney  Michael  j.  Flynn  was  attorney  of 
record,  or  coordinating  counsel  for  litigants  adverse  to 
Scientology,  in  each  of  those  actions  litigants  adverse  to 
Scientology  were  coerced  into  signing  secret  settlement  agreements 
the  terms  of  which  were  substantially  similar  to  those  set  forth 
in  the  settlement  agreement  at  issue  herein. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  because 
as  a  material  part  of  entering  the  settlement  agreement  with 
defendant,  plaintiff  required  defendant’s  counsel,  Michael  Flynn, 
to  sign  secret  side  agreements  for  indemnification  for  resolution 
of  the  retrial  of  Armstrong  I  were  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  entities  successful  in  obtaining  reversal  of 
Judge  Breckenridge • s  decision  on  appeal,  in  such  agreement 
Scientology  promised  to  limit  its  collections  of  damages  to 
$25,001.00  and  to  indemnify  Flynn  for  the  payment  thereof  and 
Flynn,  in  turn,  would  indemnify  Armstrong  for  any  such  judgment. 
The  existence  of  these  secret,  side  agreements  were  never 

disclosed  to  Armstrong  by  Flynn,  plaintiff,  or  other  Scientology- 
related  entities. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  because 
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as  a  material  part  of  entering  said  settlement  agreements,  it  or 
its  agents  required  attorney  Flynn  to  promise  never  to  take  any 
anti-Scientology  cases  in  the  future.  Thereafter,  although  Flynn 
has  refused  to  provide  any  declarations  for  defendant  Armstrong, 
he  has  been  willing  to  provide  documentary  assistance  to 
Scientology. 

Plaintiff  is  further  barred  from  bringing  this  action  as  a 
result  of  its  acts  of  illegality  in  connection  with  the  commission 
of  acts  giving  rise  to  the  action  entitled  Aznaran  v.  church  of 
gcientglogy  of  California.  Case  No  C88-1786  JMI  (Ex)  in  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Central  District  of  California  (the 
"Aznaran  case") ;  conduct  by  plaintiff,  its  counsel  and  others, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  making  of  certain  settlement 
proposals  to  Barry  Van  Sickle,  Esq.,  for  direct  communication  to 
Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran  ("the  Aznarans")  knowing  that  Van  Sickle 
had  been  disqualified  from  representing  the  Aznarans,  and  knowing 
that  the  Aznarans  at  the  time  were  represented  by  Ford  Greene  and 
participating  in  conduct  which  resulted  in  the  Aznarans  (in  hopes 
of  facilitating  settlement  and  in  accordance  with  plaintiff's 
conditions)  dismissing  their  counsel,  Ford  Greene,  whereupon  while 
the  Aznarans  were  in  pro  per,  plaintiff  withdrew  any  offer  of 
settlement  and  commenced  loading  up  the  record  with  voluminous, 
sophisticated  and  dispositive  motions,  including  but  not  limited 
to  two  for  summary  judgment.  In  consequence  thereof  defendant 
Armstrong  only  provided  aid  and  assistance  to  counsel  whom  the 
Aznarans  subsequently  employed  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  their 
rights  to  redress,  due  process  and  equal  protection  of  the  law. 

Furthermore,  other  acts  of  illegality  by  plaintiff  and  other 
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Scientology-related  entities  have  been  publicly  documented. 
Plaintiffs  have  engaged  in  acts  of  impropriety,  as  set  forth 
above,  and  including  what  the  District  Court  in  the  Aznaran  case 


referred  to  in  a  written  order,  entered  after  most  of  the  events 
in  issue  herein,  as  "outrageous  litigation  tactics."  Also,  in 
addition  to  the  Flynn  settlement  agreements  the  conduct  of 
plaintiff  and  other  Scientology-related  organizations,  entities 
and  individuals  against  persons  "adverse  to  Scientology"  including 
citizens,  counsel,  judges  and  government  authorities  (including 
but  not  limited  to  illegal  surveillance,  obtaining  telephone 
company  records,  breaking  and  entering,  threatening  conduct,  and 
violence)  have  discouraged  and  intimidated  knowledgeable  persons 
from  disclosing  their  knowledge  about,  or  otherwise  coming  forward 
against,  the  illegal  activities  of  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals,  and 
from  assisting  victims  thereof  to  obtain  redress,  due  process  and 
equal  protection  of  the  law. 

8IXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Fraud  and  Deceit! 

82.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a  j 
sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  l  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  and  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  of  its  fraud  and  deceit  in 

i 
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representing  to  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  that  its  management 
had  changed  and  no  longer  would  engage  in  illegal  activities,  that 
it  wanted  to  buy  peace,  that  it  would  leave  defendants,  and  each 
of  them  alone,  and  that  the  false  affidavit  that  it  required 
Armstrong  to  sign  as  a  condition  of  the  settlement  would  be 
disclosed  only  if  Armstrong  attacked  the  ORG.  Plaintiff  made  the 
foregoing  representations  to  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  with 
knowledge  of  the  falsity  thereof  at  the  time  said  representations 
were  made  and  with  the  intent  to  deceive  defendants,  and  each  of 
them,  who  actually  and  justifiably  relied  on  those  material 
misrepresentations  to  their  injury  by  signing  the  settlement 
agreement.  In  fact,  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology-related 
organizations,  entities  and  individuals  never  intended  to  cease 
their  illegal  and  immoral  activities,  never  intended  to  buy  peace 
with  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  never  intended  to  leave 
Armstrong  alone,  never  intended  not  to  use  the  false  declaration 
only  if  Armstrong  attacked  the  ORG,  and  never  intended  to  abide  by 
the  terms  of  the  settlement  agreement.  Rather  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  entities  intended  to  use  the  settlement 
agreement  as  a  tool  for  the  implementation  of  the  Fair  Game  Policy 
and  Scientology's  litigation  tactics  so  as  to  engineer  a  reversal 
of  Judge  Breckenridge 1 s  decision  in  Armstrong  I.  to  collusively 
resolve  any  re-trial  of  Armstrong  I.  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
so-called  MCCS  tapes  which  were  evidence  of  Scientology  employing 
attorneys  for  the  purpose  of  committing  future  crimes  and  frauds, 
to  use  the  false  declaration  in  other  litigation  without  regard  to 
Armstrong's  conduct,  and  to  otherwise  obstruct  justice  and 
suppress  evidence  of  facts  which  discredited  plaintiff  and  other 
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Scientology-related  entities. 


Said  Fair  Game  Policy  states  that  any  enemy  of  Scientology 
“ [m]ay  be  deprived  of  property  or  injured  by  any  means 
by  any  Scientologist  without  any  discipline  of  the 
Scientologist.  May  be  tricked,  sued  or  lied  to  or 
destroyed . " 

Scientology’s  litigation  strategy  is  as  follows: 

"The  law  can  be  used  very  easily  to  harass,  and  enough 
harassment  on  somebody  who  is  simply  on  the  thin  edge 
anyway,  well  knowing  that  he  is  not  authorized,  will 
generally  be  sufficient  to  cause  his  professional 
decease,  if  possible,  of  course,  ruin  him  utterly." 

From  the  outset,  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  settlement 
agreement  with  defendant,  and  the  execution  of  all  other  Flynn 
settlement  agreements,  it  was  the  intent  of  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  to 
continue  to  wage  war  on  and  harass  Armstrong,  to  continue  to 
engage  in  illegal  activities  and  conduct,  and  to  suppress  evidence 
and  obstruct  justice  by  means  of  said  agreements  and  to  use  said 
^9f®ements  as  a  tool  of  Fair  Game  and  the  litigation  strategy  of 
ruin  in  order  to  ensure  that  information  regarding  Scientology’s 
crimes  and  civil  misconduct  would  stay  suppressed,  and  its 
criminal  and  civil  victims  would  be  denied  legal  redress  and 
justice. 

Moreover,  Flynn  advised  Armstrong  that  he  would  always  be 
available  in  the  future  to  represent  Armstrong  if  Armstrong  had  to 
litigate  with  the  ORG  in  the  future.  Said  statement  was  false  and 
misleading  because  Flynn  had  signed  an  agreement  with  the  ORG 
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promising  not  to  represent  anti-ORG  litigants  in  the  future. 
Armstrong  relied  on  the  truth  of  Flynn's  statement  in  signing  the 
settlement  agreement. 

SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Estoppel^ 

83.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint/  and  as  a 
seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto/  these  answering 
defendants  repeat/  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 
44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  81,  82  and  84  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  equitably  estopped  from  asserting  each  and  all 
of  the  purported  causes  of  action  in  the  complaint  by  reason  of 
its  own  acts,  omissions,  and  conduct,  or  that  of  its  agents, 
including,  but  not  limited  to  the  fact  that  it  violated  the 
settlement  agreement  in  that  it  or  its  agents  provided  information 
from  Armstrong  I  that  was  the  subject  of  the  settlement  agreement 
to  various  persons  and  in  various  litigation  including  but  not 
limited  to  The. London  Sunday  Times.  The  Los  Angeles  Times,  the 
instant  litigation,  the  Corvdon  litigation,  and  in  Church  of 
Sc_ientQloqY  Qf  California  v.  Russell  Miller  and  penguin  Books 

Limited  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Case  No.  6140  in  London, 
England,  where  a  Scientology-related  entity  filed  multiple 
affidavits  attacking  defendant  Armstrong. 

As  yet  a  further  basis  for  barring  plaintiff  on  the  ground  of 
estoppel,  defendant  has  requested  plaintiff  and  other  Scientology— 
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related  entities  to  release  Flynn  and  his  other  former  attorneys 
from  the  agreements  they  signed  never  to  represent  Armstrong 
again,  and  plaintiff  and  said  entities  have  refused  to  do  so. 

EIGHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DBFEN8E 

(Waiver^ 

84.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as 
an  eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 

68,  69,  72  through  75,  81,  82,  and  83,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  by  reason  of  their  own  acts, 
omissions  and  conduct,  or  that  of  its  agents. 

NIHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Mistake  Of  Law^ 

85.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  84,  and  86  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong’s  former 
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attorney ,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  said  defendant  that  the 
provisions  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  plaintiff  is  seeking 
to  enforce  herein  were  not  in  any  way  enforceable.  Armstrong 
relied  on  such  representations,  but  for  which  he  would  not  have 
signed  said  settlement  agreement. 

TENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Mistake  Of  Fact! 

86.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 

tenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  85,  87,  and  88,  herein  and  allege  as 

follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong's  former 
attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  advised  said  defendant  that  the 
provisions  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  plaintiff  is  seeking 
to  enforce  herein  were  not  in  any  way  enforceable.  Armstrong 
relied  on  such  representations,  but  for  which  he  would  not  have 
signed  said  settlement  agreement. 

ELEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Conflict  of  Interests 

87.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
tenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
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through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 

through  75,  81  through  86,  and  88,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  defendant  Armstrong's  former 
attorney,  Michael  Flynn,  in  conjunction  with  settling  Armstrong's 
case  against  Scientology-related  entities,  also  settled  30  other 
cases,  including  cases  of  his  own  against  Scientology— related 
defendants  without  procuring  outside  counsel  for  defendant. 

TWELFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Duress  and  Undue  Influence) 

88.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
Twelfth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these  answering 
defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference  herein 
each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through  16,  18 
through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40  through  42, 

44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65,  68,  69,  72 
through  75,  81  through  87,  herein  and  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  because  plaintiff  and  other 
Scientology-related  organizations,  entities  and  individuals  had 
implemented  Fair  Game  Policy  stratagems  on  defendant  Armstrong's 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn  and  upon  other  anti-Scientology 
litigants  and  would  continue  such  conduct  against  all  such  persons 
unless  all  said  anti-Scientology  litigants,  including  Flynn, 
signed  settlement  agreements  substantially  similar  to  that  signed 
by  defendant  Armstrong. 

Further,  in  early  December  1986,  attorney  Flynn  and  other 
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anti-Scientology  litigants,  postured  Armstrong  as  a  deal  breaker, 
by  stating  that  their  desires  to  settle  would  be  ruined  unless 
defendant  Armstrong  agreed  to  settle  and  led  him  to  believe  if  he 
did  not  sign  the  agreement,  they  would  not  cooperate  in  such  event 
by  acting  as  Armstrong's  witnesses  and  zealous  advocate  on  the 
trial  of  his  cross-complaint  against  Scientology  set  to  commence 
shortly  thereafter  in  Armstrong  I . 


THIRTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Laches) 

89.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  laches. 


FOURTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(.Impossibility) 

90.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fourteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  impossibility. 

FIFTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 


{ Frustration  of  Contractual  Purpose! 

91.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
fifteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 


defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  of  frustrating 
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defendants’,  and  each  of  their,  ability  to  perform  the  terms  of 
the  settlement  agreement. 

SIXTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEEEN8B 
(Unfair  and  Unreasonable  Contract! 

92.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
sixt©®hth  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
is  unreasonable  and  unfair  as  to  defendant  Armstrong. 

SEVENTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Lack  of  Mutuality! 

93.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
seventeenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement,  as  interpreted  by  plaintiff,  lacks  in  reciprocity  and 
mutuality. 

EIGHTEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Ambiguity* 

94.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
eighteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  in  ambiguous  and  incapable  of  enforcement. 
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NINETEENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Lack  of  Adequate  Consideration! 

95.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
nineteenth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  not  supported  by  adequate  consideration. 

TWENTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Unconscionabil ity ) 


96.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twentieth  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  unconscionable. 


twenty-first  affirmative  defense 

(Adhesion^ 

97.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 


Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 


defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  is  a  contract  of  adhesion. 


twenty-second  affirmative  defense 

(Hardship^ 

98.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint, 
twenty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto. 


and  as  a 
these 
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answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants ,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  would  work  an  unfair  hardship  on  defendants,  and  each  of 
them. 

TWENTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVES  DEFENSE 
(Of fsetl 

99.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Any  damages  that  plaintiff  has  suffered  in  consequence  of  the 
alleged  conduct  is  exceeded  by  the  damages  suffered  by  defendants, 
and  each  of  them,  in  consequence  of  the  misconduct  of  plaintiff, 
and  plaintiff's  agents'  acts  of  Fair  Game  and  therefore  plaintiff 
should  take  nothing. 

TWENTY- FOURTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Liquidated  Damages  Act  As  Penalty^ 

100.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty- fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement’s  provision  of  liquidated  damages  is  not  an 

approximation  of  damage,  but  is  intended  to  act  and  does  act  as  a 
penalty. 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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TWENTY-FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Religion! 

101.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  religion  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY-SIXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Speech 1 

102.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  speech  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY- SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(First  Amendment  -  Press! 

103.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  press  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

/// 
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104.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
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defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
agreement  violates  defendants',  and  each  of  them,  right  to  freedom 
of  association  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

TWENTY-NINTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

f Privacy! 

105.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
twenty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants',  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  settlement 
violates  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  right  of  privacy 
guaranteed  by  the  state  and  federal  constitutions. 

THIRTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Implied  Covenant  of  Good  Faith  and  Fair  Dealing! 

106.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirtieth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  bringing  this  action  against  these 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  on  the  grounds  that  the  conduct  of 
plaintiff  and  its  agents  violates  the  implied  covenant  of  good 
faith  and  fair  dealing. 

/// 
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THIRTY-FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
( Justification  -  Defense  of  Another,  interests 

of  Third  Persons,  and  the  Public) 


107.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  13  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 
68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

At  all  relevant  times,  the  acts  of  these  answering  defendants 
were  privileged  and  justified  because  they  were  done  in  the 
defense  of  others,  the  interests  of  third  parties,  the  interests 
of  justice,  and  the  interests  of  the  public. 

THIRTY-8EC0ND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Res  Judicata! 

108.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff »s  complaint,  and  plaintiff's  claims  for  equitable 
relief  and  for  damages,  are  barred  by  the  doctrine  of  res 
judicata. 

THIRTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DgFRNSE 

(Collateral  Estoppel! 

109.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 
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Plaintiff’s  complaint,  and  plaintiff's  claims  for  equitable 
relief  and  for  damages,  are  barred  by  the  doctrine  of  collateral 
estoppel . 

THIRTY- FOURTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE  j 

fFailure  to  Mitigate  Damages! 

110.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty- fourth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff,  and/or  its  agent,  and/or  its  counsel,  failed  to 
take  proper  and  reasonable  steps  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  damages 
alleged  in  the  amended  complaint,  and  to  the  extent  of  such 
failure  to  mitigate  or  to  avoid,  damages  allegedly  incurred  by 
plaintiff,  if  any,  should  be  reduced  accordingly. 

THIRTY-FIFTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(Action  Barred  By  Equity  and  Civil  Code  Provisions) 

111.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-fifth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 

68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  by  the  general 
principles  of  equity  and  the  specific  provisions  of  Part  IV  of  the 
Civil  Code,  including  but  not  limited  to  §§  3512,  3517,  3519, 

3524,  (without  any  admission  of  wrongdoing  by  defendants)  and 
3533. 
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THIRTY-SIXTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Void  As  Against  Public  Policy) 

112.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint/  and  as  a 
thirty-sixth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  repeat,  reallege  and  incorporate  by  reference 
herein  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in  paragraphs  1  through 
16,  18  through  25,  27  through  31,  33  through  35,  37,  38,  40 
through  42,  44,  45,  47  through  52,  54,  55,  58  through  60,  64,  65, 
68,  69,  72  through  75,  81  through  88,  herein  and  allege  as 
follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 

THIRTY- SEVENTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(The  Settlement  Agreement  Cannot  Be  Specifically  Enforced) 

113.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-seventh,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  cannot  be  specifically  enforced. 

THIRTY-EIGHTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 
(The  Settlement  Agreement  Cannot  Be  Specifically  Performed^ 

114.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-eighth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  cannot  be  specifically  performed. 

/// 

/// 
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THIRTY-NINTH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Due  Process^ 

115.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  due  process  of  law  as  protected  by 
the  state  constitution  and  by  the  Fifth  and  Fourteenth  Amendments 
to  the  federal  constitution. 

FORTIETH  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Equal  Protection) 

116.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
thirty-ninth,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  equal  protection  of  law  as 
guaranteed  by  the  state  constitution  and  by  the  federal 
constitution. 

FORTY- FIRST  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

( Right  to  Counsell 

117.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-first,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
settlement  agreement  deprives  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  other 
third  parties  and  the  public  of  their  right  to  counsel  as 


Page  39. 


4MEXDB>  ASSWKa  TO  AMKMSED  COUPtAlKT 


UL  I  Uf  If  •  uo  mud  i_n^/  r  'wTnjj 


“I  w'U  J. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

HUB  LAW  OffTCES 
Fsrd  Creese,  Pfyitff 
?1 1  Sir  fronds  OralL#  BMl 
Sin  Anaetmo,  CA  $4960 
H13)  2S&C36Q 


protected  by  the  state  constitution  and  by  the  Sixth  Amendment  to 
the  federal  constitution. 

FORTY-SECOND  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Public  Domain! 

118.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-second,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the 
information  that  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  are  accused  of 
disclosing  is  in  the  public  domain. 

FORTY-THIRD  AFFIRMATIVE  DEFENSE 

(Privileged 

119.  Further  answering  said  first  amended  complaint,  and  as  a 
forty-third,  separate  and  affirmative  defense  thereto,  these 
answering  defendants  allege  as  follows: 

Plaintiff  is  barred  from  judicial  relief  because  the  acts 
that  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  are  accused  of  having  committed 
are  privileged. 

DEMAND  FOR  JURY  TRIAD 

Defendants,  and  each  of  them,  hereby  demand  this  case  be 
tried  by  a  jury. 

wherefore.  Defendant  Armstrong  prays  for  relief  as  follows: 

1.  That  CSI  takes  nothing  by  its  complaint; 

2.  That  Armstrong  recover  his  costs  of  suit  herein; 

3.  That  Armstrong  recover  his  attorney's  fees  and  costs  of 
defending  the  suit  herein; 

4.  That  the  Court  award  such  further  relief  as  it  may  deem 
proper. 
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Respectfully  submitted. 
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VERIFICATION 

I,  the  undersigned,  am  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  above 
entitled  action.  I  know  the  contents  of  the  foregoing  Amended 
Answer  to  Amended  Complaint  I  certify  that  the  same  is  true  of  my 
own  knowledge,  except  as  to  the  matters  which  are  therein  stated 
upon  my  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I  believe 
them  to  be  true. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and 
that  this  declaration  was  executed  on  October  7, 

Anselmo,  California. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 

I  an  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 
am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 
entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  sir  Francis  Drake 


Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  AMENDED  ANSWER  OP  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  AND  THE  GERALD 

ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION  TO  AMENDED  COMPLAINT 


on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 
a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 


San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  Wilson,  Esquire 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMP I LONG O 
235  Montgomery  street,  suite  450 
San  Francisco,  California  94104 


LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon 
6255  Sunset  Boulevard 
Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 


Graham  E.  Berry,  Esquire 
LEWIS,  D*  AMATO,  BRISBOIS  &  BISGAARD 
221  North  Figueroa  Street.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  California  90012 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  BOX  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[x]  (By  Mail)  I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 

fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 


[x]  (State) 

DATED :  October  7 


I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 
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VERIFICATION 

I,  th«  undersigned,  am  an  officer  of  defendant  The  Gerald 
Armstrong  Corporation  in  the  above  entitled  action.  I  know  the 
contents  of  the  foregoing  Amended  Answer  to  Amended  Complaint  I 
certify  that  the  same  is  true  of  my  own  knowledge,  except  as  to 
the  matters  which  are  therein  stated  upon  my  information  and 
belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I  believe  them  to  be  true. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and 
that  this  declaration  was  executed  on  the  October  7, 

Anselmo,  California. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG 
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AMaron>  answer  to  Axeaon)  oqkplaiht 


Ford  Sheene 

Lawyer. 


HUB  LA  HI  Offices 

71!  51  a  fPflncis  DftflKS  &0UI€V*5D  LicsNse  No.  107601 

SAn  An$€LmO,  CAllfOfcfllfi  94960-i949  Facsimile  (415)  455-5318 

<4lS)  255-0360 


October  29,  1991 


Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esq,  bv  Telecopier 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

William  T.  Drescher,  Esq.  Bv  Telecopier 

23670  Calabasas  Road,  Suite  338 
Calabasas,  California  91302 


RE:  ED  ROBERTS 

IAS  Mo.  114 3 0-02 7 -0002 -68 13 


Counsel : 

I  have  agreed  to  represent  the  above-referenced  individual 
with  respect  to  claims  he  may  have  against  various  Scientology- 
related  organizations. 

Based  upon  a  Statement  of  Account  from  the  Stevens  Creek  Org 
dated  May  5,  1991  (copy  enclosed  for  your  review) ,  Mr.  Roberts 
possesses  a  sum  of  $10,661.23,  minimum,  which  remarkably  remains 
from  far  larger  amounts  of  money  obtained  from  him  by  Scientology 
in  advance  of  the  delivery  of  any  goods  or  services  that  such 
money  was  to  purchase.  He  wants  his  money  returned,  now. 

One  of  the  methods  that  Scientology  employed  to  obtain  such 
money  -  in  advance  of  delivery  of  goods  and  services  -  from  Mr. 
Roberts  was  through  certain  loans  secured  by  his  house.  One  of 
those  loans,  set  up  by  registrar  Debbie  Leake,  through  Loan 
Arranger,  Inc.,  was  for  $36,000.  It  was  secured  by  a  Second  Deed 
of  trust  on  Mr.  Roberts'  house.  That  deed  has  been  foreclosed  on 
by  Loan  Arranger,  Inc.  Unless  Mr.  Roberts  can  deliver  a  certain 
sum  of  money  on  or  before  October  31,  1991,  he  will  be  evicted 
from  what  has  been  his  home  and  lose  any  chance  of  repurchasing 
the  same. 

Based  upon  the  foregoing  reason,  it  is  imperative  that  all 
of  Mr.  Roberts'  money,  possessed  by  your  clients  in  trust  or 
otherwise,  be  returned  to  him  immediately.  In  my  opinion,  your 
clients  stand  in  -  and  must  discharge  the  duties  of  -  a  fiduciary 
relationship,  at  minimum  with  respect  to  Mr.  Roberts  and  his 
$10,661.23  +  . 


OCT  d 9  91  30=40  HUb  LHW/r  OKU  brLt.nL  4J.'r-4t'3-'~'bl9 
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Laurie  Bartilson 

William  Drescher  RE:  ED  ROBERTS 

October  29,  1991  IAS  NO.  11430-027-0002-6813 
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Be  on  notice  that  Ed  Roberts'  present  and  future  welfare  is 
in  substantial  degree  materially  contingent  upon  the  immediate 
cooperation  of  your  clients  in  returning  Mr.  Roberts'  trust 
money . 

Any  delay  whatsoever  will  be  considered  a  failure  to 
discharge  a  fiduciary  obligation  which  will  set  in  train  a  number 
of  severely  adverse  consequences,  both  with  respect  to  both  Mr. 
Roberts  and  the  extent  of  your  clients'  exposure. 

This  demand  is  not  subject  to  negotiation. 

Please  advise  immediately  whether  or  not  this  demand  will  be 
honored  or  is  rejected. 

Your  clients  are  also  on  notice  not  to  destroy  any  papers  of 
any  kind  or  description,  including  specifically,  but  not 
necessarily  limited,  to  any  papers  regarding: 

(1)  Any  financial  arrangements  leading  to  the  payment  of 
then-present  and  future  goods  and  services  from  any 
Scientology-related  organization;  and/or 

(2)  Mr.  Roberts'  auditing  files. 


:  acg 

Enel.  (1) 

cc :  Ed  Roberts 


December  22,  1992 

David  Miscavige  and  all  other  individuals  who  participate  in  the 

control  of  Scientology 

C/0  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esquire 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Blvd.,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 

Re:  Nothling  v.  Sclentolocrv 

Dear  David  and  all  others  involved: 

I  am  writing  this  to  you,  and  the  various  copy  recipients 
listed  below,  because  there  are  certain  things  it  is  fair  that 
you  know.  Although  it  is  the  trial  in  the  Nothlino  case,  which, 

I  understand,  is  set  for  early  February,  that  has  moved  me  to 
write  at  this  time,  the  idea  of  writing  has  made  addressing  a 
number  of  other  subjects  also  timely. 

You  will  recall  that  in  June  of  1991  when  Malcolm  Nothling 
called  me  and  asked  me  to  testify  in  his  case  in  Johannesburg  I 
wrote  to  the  organization  via  Eric  Lieberman  to  see  if  by 
initiating  communication  on  the  subject  you  might  see  that  there 
was  an  answer  to  your  litigation  problems  different  from  the  one 

and  your  erstwhile  leader  had  been  believing  in  and  pursuing 
as  long  as  any  of  us  can  remember. 

Mr.  Lieberman  wrote  back,  essentially  advising  me  you  said 
^  mY  ®ar,  and  that  more,  not  less  litigation  was  going 
to  be  the  same  old  solution;  and  to  not  expect  communication 
other  than  the  solidest  of  sorts.  Copies  of  Mr.  Lieberman' s  and 
my  letters  are  enclosed  herewith. 

I  did  travel  to  South  Africa  in  1991  to  testify,  as  you 
know,  but  the  trial  was  postponed  on  the  organization's  motion. 
Now  it's  set  to  happen  again.  Again  Mr.  Nothling  has  asked  me  to 
testify,  again  I  have  agreed,  and  again  I  am  writing  you  to  see 
if  there  is  any  sense  in  attempting  to  unfoment  this  litigation. 

Your  public  attack  line  that  Gerald  Armstrong  foments 
litigation  against  you  is  particularly  hurtful  because  of  what  I 
have  done  and  continue  to  do  to  unfoment  litigation.  Even  my 
signing  of  your  settlement  agreement  was,  in  the  face  of  your 
intent  to  hurt  me,  which  fact  is  settled  by  the  agreement  itself, 
an  act  only  of  unfomentation. 

You  all  should  take  a  good  hard  look  at  the  hurt  your 
practices,  certainly  your  litigation  practices,  cause  in  the 
world.  And  you  don't  have  to  desist  in  them  because  of  anything 
I've  said.  You  can  knock  off  those  bad  practices  for  any  reason 
you  want,  including  because  they  don't  work  and  make  no  sense. 
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All  the  decent  people,  believe  me,  in  your  organization  want 
you  to  get  out  of  the  stupid  attack-the-attacker  business,  and 
they'd  salute  you  for  getting  the  organization  out  of  that 
silliness,  but  they're  too  frightened.  You  shouldn't  frighten 
good  people  that  way.  It's  cruel.  And  any  thinking  soul  knows 
that  you  guys  are  only  acting  out  of  fear,  so  you  really  are  not 
fooling  anyone  with  your  blindness  and  bluster. 

I  realize  you've  put  your  faith  in  really  bad  things,  like 
lies  and  PR,  threats  and  bullying,  and  really  mean  people,  like 
Gene  Ingram.  And  I 'a  aware  that  having  put  your  faith  in  badness 
for  so  long,  and  spent  so  many  millions  of  dollars  to  have  so 
many  bad  lawyers  make  so  many  bad  decisions  and  add  so  much  to 
their  brethren's  bad  name,  it  can  seem  impossible  to  quit.  But 
you  must.  All  it  will  take  is  the  willingness  to  unfoment  your 
litigation. 

Eugene  M.  Ingram  has  done  such  nasty  things  to  so  many 
people  in  the  service  of  your  organization,  you  and  he  should  be 
spanked.  His  terrible  charge  at  the  CAM  convention  that  I  have 
AIDS  is  heartbreaking,  not  because  I  have  AIDS,  which  I  don't, 
but  because  your  pet  pit  viper  personalizes  and  focuses  your 
organization's  institutionalized  hatred. 

By  accusing  me  of  having  AIDS,  you  and  Ingram  attack  not 
just  me,  you  attack  the  many  people  whose  lives  have  been  touched 
by  this  disease,  or  for  that  matter  touched  by  your  organization, 
and  you  attack  yourself.  Your  similar-veined  attacks  on  other 
people  of  good  will  at  the  CAM  conference,  like  Father  Kent 
Burtner,  has  brought  your  organization  to  ignomy. 

But  the  target  of  faith  can  be  rechosen.  And  that  is  where 
1  urge  sense  and  unfomentation.  Put  your  faith  in  what  is  real, 
what  is  true,  what  can  always  be  depended  on#  Put  your  faith  in 
what  in  people  is  true,  unchanging  and  ceaselessly  loving. 

Putting  your  faith  in  lies,  PR,  threats,  bullying  and  bullies  you 
will  always  betray  yourself  because  you  put  your  faith  in 
nothing;  and  you  and  every  being  everywhere  have  a  right  to 
everything  that  nothing  isn't. 

Likewise  don't  put  your  faith  in  litigation  or  your  use  of 
the  courts  to  harass.  It  is  possible  to  be  faithful  to  a  higher 
ideal  than  wins  in  court.  If  you  have  put  your  faith  in  lies, 
leverage,  advantage  and  bullying  to  secure  a  win,  you  have  gained 
nothing.  If  you  put  your  faith  in  truth,  hope,  charity,  love,  no 
courtroom  outcome  you  have  everything;  that's 

religion. 

Since  the  1991  almost  trial  in  the  Xothllna  case  the 
California  Court  of  Appeal  issued  its  opinion  in  the  appeal  you 
took  from  the  Breckenridge  decision  in  Armstrong  I .  the 
California  Supreme  Court  denied  review,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal 
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denied  your  motion  to  seal  the  appellate  record.  You  brought  and 
lost  the  motion  to  enforce  the  settlement  agreement  before  Judge 
Geernaert  in  Armstrong  I .  and  then  you  sued  me  to  enforce  it  in 
Armstrong  II. 

In  May  Judge  Sohigian  issued  his  ruling  refusing  to  enforce 
the  agreement/  although  enjoining  me  from  testifying  unless 
pursuant  to  a  subpoena.  He  also  ruled  that  I  did  not  have  to  not 
raalce  myself  amenable  to  service  of  process.  I  will  supply  a  copy 
of  the  Breckenridge  decision,  the  Armstrong  opinion  and  the 
Sohigian  injunction  to  any  of  the  recipients  of  this  letter  upon 
request . 


Because  you  didn't  appeal  from  the  Sohigian  injunction,  you 
have  accepted  it.  I  believe  as  well  that  for  a  valueless  desire 
for  a  valueless  win  at  any  cost  you  also  accepted  his  dicta-  e  g 
"involves  abusing  people  who  are  weak,”  "involves  techniques  of 
coercion,"  "a  very,  very  substantial  deviation  between  [your] 
conduct  and  standards  of  ordinary,  courteous  conduct  and 
standards  of  ordinary,  honest  behavior,"  "be  sure  you  cut  the 
deck,"  "make  sure  to  count  all  the  chips." 


As  a  result,  I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone 
can,  except  testify  absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am 
permitted  do  I  am  going  to  do.  I  am  going  to  write  freely,  speak 
freely,  publish,  talk  to  the  media,  associate  freely,  and 
continue,  until  you  put  your  faith  in  something  more  religious 

than  what  is  bad  in  Jurisprudence,  to  confront  the  injustice  you 
bring  to  court. 


In  the  next  month  or  so  I  expect  to  initiate  speaking  or 
media  events  to  help  pay  the  enormous  costa  of  this  litigation. 
And  I  expect  to  promote  my  legal  position  within  the  publishing 
industry,  because  my  story  and  my  writings  on  the  subject  are 
literarily  and  commercially  worthy. 


I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all  those 
people  I  consider  you  attack  unjustly  and  senselessly.  I  will 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  a  group  of  people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  against  them.  I  will  make  my 
knowledge  and  support  available  to  any  Scientologist  who  is 

a;r*i7  t0  ?°  anYwher#  for  understanding,  and  to  the  families 

of  Scientologists  your  organization  has  estranged.  I  will  even 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  entities  like  Time  and 
people  like  Rich  Behar  in  their  defenses  from  your  attacks. 

I  will,  nevertheless,  remain  available  to  do  whatever  I  can 
to  unfoment  your  litigation.  I  will  meet  with  you,  talk  with 
you,  help  you  to  find  a  better  solution  to  your  problems. 

Because  of  your  decision  to  not  have  anyone  communicate  with  me, 
no  one  from  your  organization  has.  I  get  a  little  lawyer 
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contact,  lota  of  Pi  BS,  an  OSA  hearing  or  deposition  attender, 
enough  psychic  skirmishes  for  an  army,  but,  for  the  life  of  me, 
no  real  people. 

In  1991,  fantastically,  I  was  the  only  person  in  the  world, 
other  than  Malcolm  Nothling  himself,  who  was  willing  to  testify* 
at  his  trial.  And  that  was  enough  reason  to  go.  In  February 
1993,  although  at  this  trial  I  probably  won't  be  the  only  person 
willing  to  testify,  there  will  still  be  ample  reasons  to  go, 
unless  the  case  can  be  resolved. 

I  really  would  rather  there  was  no  trial  and  I  really  would 
rather  not  go.  Lord  knows  this  last  period  has  been  overwhelming 
and  the  litigation  behemoth  terrifying;  and  Lord  knows  I  have  my 
own  calling,  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  your  legal  problems. 

So  I'm  willing  to  do  a  lot  to  unfoment  the  Nothllno  litigation, 
and  all  the  tangled  legal  webs  you've  woven.  But  I  sure  can't  do 
much  if  you  continue  to  see  legal  warfare  as  the  solution  to  your 
problems  and  continue  to  pay  the  millions  your  legal  mercenaries 
say  the  warfare  costs. 

I  am  aware  that  with  enough  money  to  enough  lawyers  you,  the 
leaders  of  your  organization,  can  hide  yourselves  and  make  your  • 
roles  in  your  trumped-up  war  seem  very  important.  There  is  no 
doubt  this  is  desirable,  it  just  isn't  fair.  The  real  purpose  of 
your  little  war  is  to  facilitate  your  doing  something  different 
from  Scientology,  while  all  those  whom  you  control  must  go 
through  the  daily  grind  you  say  you're  above. 

I  don't  fault  you  for  doing  something  different  from 
Scientology,  but  I  do  not  find  acceptable  your  holding 
Scientologists  in  bondage  to  your  catastrophic  cause,  enforcing 
your  lie  that  you  have  their  best  interests  in  mind,  robbing 
their  years  of  youth  and  vigor,  and  putting  them  at  risk  while 
you  show  up  at  the  occasional  ribbon  cutting  ceremony,  lunch  with 
lawyers  and  the  like,  sucker  celebs,  run  Pis  and  Intel  ops, 
conspire,  cheat,  lie,  steal,  bully  and  destroy.  I  urge  somethlna 
more  creative  as  a  better  idea. 

Your  hardworking  staff  members  and  people  of  good  will 
around  the  world  who  have  supported  you  financially  and 
spiritually  will  not  for  much  longer  be  fooled  by  your 
foolishness  and  will  stop  believing  your  lies.  They  will  speak 
to  each  other,  they  will  speak  out  against  your  suppression,  and 
they  will  act  to  free  themselves  and  their  friends.  You  cannot 
much  longer,  as  we  move  societally  into  the  age  of  wisdom, 
cynically  and  sillily  intimidate  good  people  with  threat  and 
suppress  good  people  with  lies. 

There  is  the  matter  of  mitigation  of  damages  which,  because 
you  insist  your  lawyers  tell  you  what  you  pay  them  to  say,  you 
may  not  have  heard  or  yet  understood.  In  that  by  the  Sohigian 
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ruling  I  a*  permitted  to  speak  freely,  write  freely,  publish 
freely,  associate  freely,  when,  it  could  be  argued,  and  you  have, 
that  prior  to  the  ruling  and  pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement 
I  was  not  so  permitted,  I  have,  in  your  attempt  to  enforce  the 
agreement,  prevailed. 

By  not  appealing  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  have  acquiesced 
thereto.  I  am  therefore  due  costs  and  fees  in  Armstrona  II  nii,® 
the  costs  and  fees  you  already  owe  in  your  earlier  losing  and 
unappealed  effort  in  Armstrong  I.  But  in  addition  to  the  fees 
and  costs  now  owing,  and  increasing  as  you  protract  this  already 
lost  litigation,  there  is  the  cumulative  effect  of  your  legal 
onslaught  which,  continuing  after  the  case  was  lost,  if  not 
before,  is  in  every  minute  malicious. 

Gerald  Armstrong  and  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  ( TGAC ) 
must  also  mitigate  their  damages.  I  have  a  duty,  therefore,  to 
end  this  litigation  as  quickly  as  possible.  Thus  I  write  to  so 
many  organizational  recipients;  thus  I  canvass  to  see  if  within 
the  organization's  many  parts,  all  put  at  risk  by  their  leaders' 
asininity  and  mean-spiritedness,  there  are  people  of  good  will 
who  will  see  sense  in  what  is  in  their  best  interest. 

That  after  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  sued  TGAC  (pronounce  that 
Tee-Gee-Ack)  is  silly  and  self-destructive.  The  only  thing  in 
the  world  Gerald  Armstrong,  individual,  is  prohibited  from  doing 
by  the  "injunction,"  is  testifying  about  hie  Scientology  history 
and  knowledge  without  first  accepting  the  perfunctory  subpoena. 
TGAC  only  came  into  existence  in  1987,  six  years  after  Gerald 
Armstrong's  organization  experiences  ended,  and  a  year  after  the 
Armstrong  I  litigation  "settled." 

TGAC  cannot  testify,  with  or  without  subpoena,  about  any 
Scientology  experiences,  because  it  has  had,  aside  from  those 
which  have  flowed  from  your  lawsuit,  none.  Since  no  one, 
including  TGAC,  is  prohibited  by  Sohigian  from  doing  any  of  the 
things  TGAC  actually  is  capable  of  doing,  it  is  free  to  do 
everything  anyone  or  any  other  corporation  can;  and  by  not 
appealing  the  injunction  you  have  so  agreed.  Thus,  having  no 
conceivably  legitimate  claim  against  TGAC,  you  depend  on  one 
manufactured  from  madness,  and  you  must  therefore  dismiss  the 
mess  you've  made. 

There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that  in  order  to 
defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund  the  defense  of  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must  speak  and  must  publish.  I'm 
sure  you  understand  that  I  remain  completely  confident  that  no 
court,  other  than  the  odd  one  your  mercenaries  are  able  to 

compromise  with  bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  to  not  defend 
myself . 

I  realize  you  will  probably  claim  to  be  offended  by 
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everything  I've  written  in  this  letter.  I  can't  do  much  about 
that  because  you  seem  to  take  offense  no  matter  what  I  say  or 
write,  or  don't.  For,  inter  alia,  that  reason  I  haven't  said  or 
written  it  differently.  I  really  don't  blame  you  for  being 
offended  and  I  don't  expect  you  not  to  be  offended;  nor  will  I  be 
offended  if  you  are.  I  think  my  position  is  obvious  and  I  think 
peace  is  worth  doing  something  about,  even  if  the  fomenters  of 
war  are  offended.  I've  used  the  words  I've  used  because  to  me 
they  make  sense  and  they're  a  facet  of  my  craft. 

This  letter  is  not  really,  however  you  may  take  it,  a 
complaint  nor  an  attack.  It  is  an  effort  to  unfoment  your 
litigation,  into  which  I  have  been,  albeit  for  some  God-given 
purpose,  drawn.  So,  neither  forgetting  nor  ignoring  Judge 
Sohigian's  admonition  not  to  settle  Armstrong  II .  but  still 
hoping,  with  my  heart  crossed,  here  is  my  proposal: 

1.  Settle  the  Nothllna  case; 

2.  Settle  with  Ed  Roberts; 

3.  Dismiss  your  complaint  against  TGAC  and  Gerald 
Armstrong; 

4.  Remove  all  your  bar  complaints  against  Ford 
Greene; 

5.  Pay  my  attorney  fees  and  costs; 

6.  We  will  dismiss  the  cross— complaint  and  appeal; 

7.  Cancel  the  agreement; 

8.  Return  all  materials  you've  stolen  from  me  at  anv 
t  ime ; 


9.  Pay  me  whatever  you  want,  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  nothing. 

1.  Malcolm  Nothling  has  a  claim  and  he  has  survived  a  lot 
to  get  to  trial.  His  costa,  not  much  by  US  litigation  standards, 
must  be  recognized,  and  he  must  be  made  whole  financially, 
ethically  and  publicly.  I  am  convinced  that  his  daughter,  but 
for  your  control  of  her  mother  and  her  life,  would  enjoy  a 
healthy,  loving  relationship  with  her  father.  Therefore  you  must 
do  whatever  is  within  your  power  to  reunite  them. 

2.  You  know  about  the  Ed  Roberts  case  because  Ms. 

Bartilson  interrogated  me  about  my  providing  assistance  to  Mr. 
Roberts  in  my  last  series  of  depositions  in  Armstrong  II,  and  one 
of  your  lawyers,  Marcello  Di  Mauro,  in  earlier  times  communicated 
about  him  with  Ford  Greene.  Ed  Roberts  is  a  friend  of  mine  who 
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was  sucked  dry  and  flat  out  robbed  by  your  registrars  on  the  wav 
to  an  up-  or  downatat  week  of  no  consequence  to  anyone  as  it 
turns  out,  and  always  does,  but  Ed. 


1  ^av®  found  myself  in  the  silly  position  of  being  the  only 
person  in  the  world  willing  to  help  Mr.  Roberts  against  your 
organization.  Again,  I  have  no  desire  to  have  Mr.  Roberts  engage 
you  in  litigation.  In  fact  his  situation  can  be  resolved  without 
your  fomenting  not  only  more  litigation,  but  more  ill  will  and 
silliness.  For  you  it  is  merely  an  accounting  matter.  You 

wholJdagainROb*rt8  °ff;  n°W  pay  him  What  ls  needed  to  him 


Mr.  Roberts'  case  of  Scientology  lies,  threats,  treachery 
ana  thievery,  his  own  money  then  used  to  pay  your  pittlless 
pettifoggers  to  prevent  him  from  anything  resembling  redress,  is 
bel?2  and  rePlaYed  evarY  daY  of  the  year  in  your  orgs.  I 

rrJ&^T  *hlnkthat  the  three  or  so  million  you  wasted  on  your  inane 
USA  Today  ads  to  counter  Richard  Behar's  few  good  pages  could 

good  taken  Car®  of  thr*e  hundred  Mr.  Roberts  and  done  a  heap  of 

All  your  ads  did  was  a  heap  of  bad:  more  lies,  more  hate, 
more  embarrassment  for  Scientologists  everywhere,  another  dead 
forest,  and  an  uncharitable  little  delay  to  your  victims  before 
@y  are  made  whole.  The  Ed  Roberts  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  the 
proof  of  Tine  s  theme:  that  you  are  -  all  of  you  at  the  top  of 
organization  -  a  cult  of  greed.  But  worse,  you  squander 
your  plunder,  as  witness  Toronto,  starve  the  good  and  fatten  your 
Pis  and  proctors  and  their  proctologists.  And  all  with  the 
fatuous  excuse  of  a  right  to  defend  wrongness  and  attack 

rightness  because  your  "religion's"  stupidity  is,  in  our  courts 
of  law,  beyond  question.  courts 

Anyway  I  want  to  have  Ed's  needs  taken  care  of  toot  sweet. 

He  probably  wouldn't  think  less  of  you  if  you  didn't  apoloaize 
but  I  think  it's  a  good  idea  and  sure  couldn't  hurt. 

3.  I  don't  care  what  order  everything  is  done  in  r  think 

thl^t18  m°8t  p£actlcal»  sensible  and  ergonomically  sound  is 
h»  approach  this  particular  program,  which,  I'm  sure  can 

be  wrapped  up  in  a  couple  of  days. 

served 'to  Im®  Thes*  Ingram-generated  efforts  have  only 

All  Jour  f  light  on  your  invidiously  scheming  enterprise. 

laiveJ  Miohii?  rT  baseless  bar  <=°®Plaints  against  my  other 
th^Hrthio^!1  =???'  Cam®  t0  nothln9-  You  should  learn  from 
fh.„ J th °l ms*  piling  no  spurious  bar  complaints  whatsoever 
they  demonstrate  their  superior  philosophy. 

. _H  Although  they're  in  the  range  of,  I  don't  think  fees 

s  are  over  $500,000.  Clearly  nothing  is  going  to  happen 
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unless  you  cover  ay  attorneys'  fees  and  costs.  To  leave  ae  with 
that  Indebtedness  Is  unfair  and  unworkable.  You  will  recall  that 
I  made  a  proposal  in  1984,  being  then  scared  and  weak:  pay  ay 
lawyers'  fees  and  costs  of,  I  guessed,  $150,000,  and  I'll  quit. 
You,  and  in  those  days,  Hubbard,  said  no  way.  I,  less  scared  and 
much  stronger,  urge  you  to  choose  again. 

6.  Disaissal  of  the  cross-coaplaint  is  easy.  I'll  take 
care  of  it. 


8.  I 'a  aware  this  aay  for  a  long  tiae  remain  a  pettiness 
you'd  rather  not  confront.  But  I  can  guarantee  that  if  you 
return  my  materials  -  the  Hubbard  letters  manuscript,  the  Cones, 
all  the  other  materials  you  and  your  Pis  have  stolen  from  ae  over 
the  years,  I  will  not  bring  criminal  charges,  and  I  won't  even 
bring  the  subject  up  again. 

9.  You  have  to  cancel  the  settlement  agreement  in  order  to 
demonstrate  to  yourselves  that  it  was  the  wrong  thing  in  which  to 
put  your  faith.  You  will  notice  that  when  you  cancel  the 
agreement  nothing  will  happen.  Yet  you  will  have  freed  me.  And 
that  is  what  you  should  make  Scientology's  only  business:  freeing 
people.  You  will  also  observe  that  when  you  free  me  you  free 
yourselves;  in  fact  you  cannot  yourselves  be  free  unless  you  free 
me . 


Regarding  my  relationship  with  you  after  you  cancel  the 
agreement,  that  is  where  you  must  reassert  your  faith.  Have  the 
faith  that  I  will  neither  say  nor  write  worse  things  about  you  if 
you  free  me  to  do  so.  As  you  know  I  can  say  some  pretty  pointed 
things  about  you  now  just  because  you  won't  cancel  that  degrading 
document.  Put  faith  in  what  occurs  in  silence.  Put  faith  in  the 
inevitable. 


7.  You  decide.  If  you  think  I  did  a  lousy  job  unfomenting 
your  litigation,  pay  me  zippo.  Even  if  it  all  works  for 
everyone,  timing  inspired  and  ideas  a  Godsend,  you  don't  have  to 
pay  me  anything.  I  generally  don't  refuse  what's  offered.  You 
know  how  much  I'm  worth. 


«.  *  ?°rgotten  w°H«rshelm.  Yanny  I  &  II,  the  Aznarans, 

the  CAN  litigation,  claimants  all  over  the  place,  your  government 
lawsuits,  the  rest  of  the  settlement  signatories,  your  taxes,  nor 
your  image  and  media  distress,  and  I  think  it's  appropriate  to 
say  that  I  can  help  you  unfoment  those  problems  as  well.  I 
would,  of  course,  need  half  a  chance. 


If  you  look  deep  in  your  hearts  I  believe  you'll  find  you 
really  do  not  want  Scientology's  legacy  to  be  one  of  suppression; 
suppression  of  the  Constitution,  human  dignity,  truth,  religion, 
justice,  even  suppression  of  your  own  good  selves.  Wouldn't  it 
oe  better  to  be  known  as  the  people  who  ended  the  madness  in 
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peace  and  style;  a  radical  recognition  of  the  transcendence  of 
quantum  Scientology.  LRH  was  Newtonian  in  his  physics  and 
relativistic  epistemologically.  I  like  to  call  one  aspect  of  mv 
philosophy/  inter  alia  non-mutual  exclusivity. 

I  believe  that  everyone  will  become  a  person  of  good  will 
that  everyone  already  is,  has  been  and  will  forever  be,  that 
there  is  progress  and  perfection,  hope  and  reason,  that  to  know 
who  we  are  we  must  accept  the  truth  of  our  relationship  to  our 
Creator,  that  all  about  us  that  we  made  is  illusion,  that  we  have 
reason  to  be  grateful  that  is  so,  that  our  Creator,  God,  our 
Father  Loves  us  in  the  same  Love  by  which  He  created  us  and  holds 
us  always  safe  and  always  loved  in  that  Love,  that  we.  His 
children,  are  one  and  One  with  Him,  that  the  means  by  which  He  is 
remembered,  and  hence  our  relationship,  and  hence  who  we  are, 
and  hence  what  we  know,  is  forgiveness,  that  forgiveness  is  the 
recognizing  of  illusion  for  what  it  is,  that  creation  is  our 
nature,  and  that  everything  is  all  there  is. 


With  a 


wish  for  peace  in  1993,  I  remain  hopeful  and, 
yours  sincerely. 


Gerald  Armstrong 

715  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  949650 

(415)456-8450 


:  ga 

cc:  Malcolm  Nothling 
Ed  Roberts 

Lawrence  Wollersheim 
Richard  &  Vicki  Aznaran 
Richard  Behar 
Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
Paul  Morantz,  Esquire 
Joseph  A.  Yanny,  Esquire 
Toby  L.  Plevin,  Esquire 
Graham  E.  Berry,  Esquire 
Stuart  Cutler,  Esquire 
Anthony  Laing,  Esquire 
John  C.  Elstead,  Esquire 
Michael  J.  Flynn,  Esquire 
Fr .  Kent  Burtner 
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SKIT  Sln$r«r,  PhD. 

Te?e?*  NetWork 

Church  of  Sclmnt^l  Esquire 
Church  of  Scie£tllo2J  I^t®rnational 
R®ligious  Technfti/-.  ^  Calif ornia 

Church  of  so????10?7  Center 
Church  of  SciZntZt1  Techn°iogy 
Church  of  Ili!^®f0gy  ASH0 
Pounding  CtaSS«°2  «“ 

Church  of  Sclentolog^  *?'^?97  ?f  “Mhlngton 

Church  o°?  Sclntolo^  «  *22" 

Church  of  SelStai^  °f  L°9  A*9*l*» 

Church  of  Ician J°J0gy  of  steven2  Creek 

Church  ol  £-*&*[  H  S«r"«c?.co 

Church  o°?  fc'S^  °f  £?£’*“"  S,«‘ 
Church  of  of' 


D.C. 

on 
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Ua»M  No.  107801 
Facoim no  (415)  til-UU 


Psas  Sum 

UwTW 


HUB  IAUJ  Off IC€S 

rii  ill  MHClS  08«ff  lOUUVOtO 

ton  4>s«uno.  c*u#o»nu»  \ut 

UIS>  M0-43M 


July  19,  1992 


Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esq, 

BOWLES  &  KOXON 

€255  S uneat  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Lee  Angeles,  California  90028 


ST  Ttliggpitg 


Jeanne  M.  Gavigan,  Sag, 

BOWLES  a  XOXOH 

€255  Sunaet  Boulevard,  Suita  2000 
Los  Angelas,  California  90028 


BT  Talaaopley 


RB:  Refund  Cl  Aim  of  Tillie  Hanna  Good  fro* 

Church  of  Scientology  of  River  Park  Mission 


Tort  clAlam  Against: 

Religious  Technology  center 
Church  of  Scientology  International 
Scientology  Missions  International 

o£ASci*ntolW  of  River  Park  Mission 
Hubbard  Olanetlcs  foundation 


►  Brian  An jo 

►  Tree  Mebeoker 

*  Russell  McXevits 

»  David  Brink 

»  Susan  Dee 

»  Richard  Doe 

*  Paul  Doe 


SBlXllfls  One  year  statute  expires  on  July  22,  1992. 

agrse*ent,  a  lawsuit 

will  be  filed. 


Dear  Mss.  Bartilson  and  Osvigan: 

to  wprMwt  Tillis  H.  Good  with  respect  to 
laia*  ahm  P°*M****  against  the  above  referenced 
o™niii?<SS®p0!SJnt*  and  ^dividual  agents  of  the  Scientology 
and^!i*£iiSn^  75*  w0??0?*  oi  this  letter  is  for  settlement  only 
iS  ah*11  be  used  in  any  proceeding,  forasl  or 
informal,  aside  from  settling  her  clal*. 


JUL  19  '92  1&:0*  LflW/FCSD  GRfctTt  415-456-5319 


3. 3/13 


IAUSZ>  J.  bartilsoh 

JEANNE  X.  GAVIGAN 
July  19,  1992 
Fag©  2, 

- - / 


'•“S 

ci«ia  of  fillis  *.  good 


Ao  you  will  not#  from  the  statement  of  facts  «*t  #Ar+h 
balov,  the  ona  yaar  atatuta  of  limitation  applicable*^  tX 
****®1^#  battary,  and  intantional  infliotion  of  emotional 
diatraaa  ae  they  apply  to  thia  claim  will  run  on  July  3J  imj 
*  iaaadiata  confirmation  that  the  running  of  the  ona  vaar* 

Au££Jt*i?£  of«fulyw^ 20 •  19921  *• tollad  until 

August  18 ,  1982 ,  and  thereafter  be  subject  to  revocation  on 

vaalea  notice.  Otherwise,  I  will  have  no  choice  but  to  fila  a 
conplaint  in  ordar  to  aava  Ms.  Good' a  olaiaa. 

Synopsis  of 

Without  indulging  in  an  extended  statement  of  facta.  1 
provida  you  with  tha  following  synopaia.  At  tha  time  Till ie  H 
Good,  an  individual  with  a  hiatory  of  child  sexual  Tbuae  bSeL* 
involved  with  So i ontology ,  aha  was  embroiled  in  a  tormentu<au® 
rjUtloa^Up  with  .  mTIA  Chico,  IricSbith? 
tho  Mvar  P*rk  ot" J  fint  contoetod  hor  by  bolnhono  vhieh  ho 

S STffSi'^SSlSf  *  h°“  °"‘A  p«r*onality 

th.  mSSTiSi’a:  upon 

relationship  with  Smith  including  but  SSt  lSitlTt^that^ho 
fait  responsible  for  tha  difficultiaa  in  that  relationshin  that 
5?J  YJ*  ,nat  5°°^  anough  for  bar  boyfriend,  foaling  that  she  ***** 

JffiWrE%S.S  S- 

s^T«ri?a&£H£s 

S  £sr£S r  ^uSSSiSI 

SS&SEigS&T^ 

Freedom.  ^  £°*  ****  s*l€M*  thereof,  and  tha  Bridge  to  Total 


ferae*1,  .^.Al2*r*•#,  ***•  9tora*  quantitiaa  of  energy  in  the  time 

mind,  resulting  from  tha  *2d  ^anarated  in  tha  reactive 

D^initijs0^;;.^*'  hcob  15  ju^  ^«s!sSiSS*S5r* 


-93* 


♦154585318 


07-19-92  05: 14PM  P003 


JUL  19  '92  IS: 05  *18  LfturORD  Gfi££?€  415-455-5313 
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LADRI1  J.  a^RiiLsoa 
JBANME  X.  WVIGAH 
July  19,  1993 
Pag*  3. 


Claia  of  Tilli*  I.  good 


.  . .  Th*  strategy  to  register  Ma.  Good  for  Llf*  Raoair  was 

further  developed  by  Heb«clc*r  and  An  jo's  provision*^*  *. 

Ms.  Good  that  ah*  was  psychologically  at  riaJc  .nd  ln 

on*  hand  vhil*  on  th*  oth*r  hand  eliciting  iron  Ms  f*\, 

ssr.s.‘a  s^-s"«4i^:.-ay 

xrp?tx!.rzi  - 

icnoving  that  ah*  had  to  aris*  «arly,  in  a  successful  afford 

to  “•  ,7'ooo-ao 

«pioi?3 2? 222222  V22S2  S;  222  <*•* 

«xi2  jarlau,  ch.r,..  i„  oS.T2  Sy^STJeSlSTtK?  23” 
222?  *9,ln*t  h*r**if  «  «  *o  «n9i«.»  t2*?i.2S  of 

<h.  £2?  b;!S\2iE2£r  sr~”*<  “4t 

praaant  no  problaa  vhatsoavar.  Russ  said  ah*  diMmlT +ZT^ 

b222%2.2f*  ?!!uJ  S^TSSSI?1^ ife  “uld  “*• T1U1*  • 

Repair  Could rel«2  Ii?  SrijS  “*  “»  »*•«>•*  Ufa 

WJTilS^SSS^  53  3 

occupation  was  to  halp  and  sarva  n*«*»iii?ie.»«?i?urpo*#  •*** 

SW-SBLTSiSKffiS  a^-* 

SSSTolf JS2  £rJ2e222i°Si2.crt2“  **<*• *» 

ssfcPSSM arSES  KW-rasta*. 
5a^^3fflSS535SS®snL 

told  Tillia  aha  wuld  ba  kbla^^LJUSi ' f Cac?, 5“  agaAi,>  H* 
ba  controlled  by  other  pe£2  o?  2t2?io2f  "*  "°UM  004 

fuifi??2.p,»i*2nS*o2*22:  ?islU312,<*nd  v*r* n,v,r 

thosa  who  war*  Brfl»<e(*»  in  good  faith  and  was  hurt  by 

relationship  of  confidSSci®*^^ . Uf *  “*  aaani*9*ul  **  » 
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4154365313 
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LAURI1  J.  BARTILSOM 
J2AHMB  M.  OAVISAH 
July  19,  199B 
Pag#  4. 


dal*  of  Tillie  I.  (Seed 


J 


M*.  Good  was  sent  to  ethic*  when  ahe  complained  that  th. 

n«v,r  forthcoming.  Si  ni  lnJtwcSJ 

X*  did  dijeonnaet  froa  h.r  frianda  baclusa  har  ralatioMhi™ 
thea  was  tha  cauaa  to  which  her  failure  to  an^  ‘•jationahip*  to 

attribute.  Sha  was  eonatinSiy  Su»d3,^i^!  SJUlf?,  v*? 
at  night,  for  aora  monay.  Oa.£lt.“.rill»r“  £  i“* 

staff  constantly  worked  on  har  in  an  undoubted  effort*^  Mill 
thair  own  atata  to  l.v.1.  aoeaptabl.  to  upparMnagSan?. 

.  ,??•  »t  incurring  further  debts  oa  her  char** 

cards,  Tillie  was  berated,  demeaned  and  cussed- out  for  hon^a  ^ 
stretch,  she  was  humiliated  and  threatened  for  SSSSM?  a 

dissent.  Ultimately,  was  suhiect  ^•stions 
assault  and  battery  by  Brian  Anjo  ia  effort  SfSL 

ISfJESfc" •*«•••  tS/2S£5  «^i$" 

and  caused  her  to  leave  Scientology  for  good.  y  22 •  1991 


Millie  a.  Good  never  wants  to  return  to  Solentology 

^EESSSKS 


approMiat^oientonS^Iafflff1"4  ‘i1  el,1“  again  at  tha 

o?p,i?'7;s?3?plSiS*g  *».«»««»■. 

generated  invoioes,  she  has  paid  to  Scisntology 

are  enclosed  for  yiur  review^  ?hi2  ?°pi®®  ***** °* 

28,  1992.  I^vaew.  Thia  offer  will  expire  on  August 


any  ^^o?dI^iSoS*^?udi^CIpJSlfiifJ!Sa^ta2tP*P#rS  °f 
necessarily  limited,  to  any  papS  X£rdiS£ly' 


(1) 

(2) 


Any  financial  arrangements  lseding  to  th 
then-present  and  future  goods  end  servic 
c*®nt0*°WTslated  organisation;  and/or 


payment  of 
froa  any 


Ms.  Good's  auditing  files. 
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4154565318 
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LAORI1  J.  BARTILSOM 
J2AKNS  M.  GAVXGAM 
July  19,  1992 
Page  5* 

- / 


Clsdm  of  Tillim  S.  Good 


_  , , Finally  f  M s..  Good  Insists  that  Scientology  representatives 
shall  naJcs  no  effort  to  contact  her.  All  cossunications  to  m« 
Good  shall  be  directed  through  ay  office.  Failure  to  resDect** 
this  request  will  result  in  action  to  obtain  the  appropriate* 
restraining  orders.  Ms.  Good's  settleaent  check  sKii  £ wl*+ 
out  jointly  to  her  and  to  se  as  her  attorney?  ^ 


Pl®a*s  confirs  your  agreeaent  regarding  the  suspension  of 
****  ®n*  y**r  statute  of  limitation.  Otherwise,  Us.  Good  will  be 
roquired  to  fils  suit  la  order  to  stop  such  statute  from  running. 


:acg 

Ends,  (sent  with  teleeopy  and  by  sail) 
cos  Tillie  Hanna  Good  (with  enclosures ) 


98X 
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Laurie  J*  Bartilson,  Baa, 

BOWL S3  6  MOXON 

6299  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

William  T.  Orescher,  Sag. 

23670  Calabasas  Road,  Suite  338 
Calabasas,  California  91302 


Be 


Be  Tsleaayi^y 


RBi  Refund  Claim  of  Denise  Cantin,  D.o. 

Against  Scientology  Organisations: 

Sterling  Management 

Church  of  Scientology,  orange  County 

Church  of  Scientology,  Clearwater 

Church  of  Scientology,  San  Pranoisoo 

Church  of  Scientology,  Boston 

International  Association  of  Scientologists 


LAS  HO.  000S0649 


Counsel: 


4l1  J?*  <*»tin  has  employed  me  to  obtain  a  ceaplete  refund  of 
all  moneys  she  has  paid  to  the  above  referenced  organisations 

19JJ,  trough  September  1991,  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  for  settlement  only  and  no  part  of  it  shall  be  nr-rrn  in 

claiaT°Cee<lin9r  forMl  or  infora*l/  aside  froa  settling  her 

Dr.  cantin  has  spent  a  substantial  amount  at  ifliw,  An 

what°scientoloov0reBr^r*?*4.f,Jd  services,  she  has  been  aisled  by 
was:  Scientology  representatives  statsd  shs  would  oain  tram  1 

purchasing  its  services,  as  well  as  stataasnts  that  her  xty1 

privacy  would  be  respected  and  be  free  frca  intrusion  ISThas 

been  hurt  by  the  way  she  was  treated  after  the  eoaaenceaent  of 
her  scientologieal  affiliation.  coasencesenu  or 

the  s£i eitSJSI^SLUf  *??  aa?UJlt»  specific  to  each  component  of 
oiogy  organiaation  is  set  forth  in  the  Schedule  of 
Scientology  Expenditures  enclosed  herewith.  Documentation  of 
”««XP*°ditUre*  WlU  tollow  th. 
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Based  upon  Scientology's  treatment  and  use  of  her.  Dr. 
fan^ij4P°8wefae\v?5i?u*  and  contract  causes  of  action, 
±S£iS&L^5  *J  aalte  typ.  fraud  «d  mtantliSii 

f j  ,on  *®ctional  distress,  as  veil  as  breach  of  contract 
Provided  that  a  full  refund  is  provided,  Dr.  Cantin  is  willing  to 
sign  a  mutual  release  and  waiver  and  to  forego  all  ScientoloSy  * 
services  in  the  future.  Otherwise,  she  has  instructed  aeth!t 
she  will  commence  litigation  not  only  to  recoup  the  aonev  which 
sciartology  ha.  taJcaa  fro.  h.r,  but  ll.o  to  obtalTe"S2.«;~ 
and  punitive  damages  as  well.  *»™»*tory 

The  facts  underlying  Dr.  Cantin' s  claim  are  as  follows  in 
r£r!LJ9M'  *  ^..mtatlv.  of  stoning  Huiagmn  iolloitod 

Jr  sssiiirsas;. 

e""*  “  i-Prov«ni  in 

Dr.  Cantin  attended  the  seminar  held  at  the  Worcester 
M®rr^0**  where  she  was  advised  to  enroll  in  a  program  of  business 
courses  and  private  consultations  at  the  headquarters  of  Sterling 
Management  in  Glendale,  California.  She  was  told  the  courses  ^ 

m%!T5  tow*rd  h,r  oftlc*-  0r- 

!*?  adviaad  up  front  that  Sterling  was 

affiliated  with  Scientology  even  though  she  was  required  to  taJca 
a  ^?r?ona^ty  test  as  a  condition  of  participating  in  Starling 
¥*?!?  ah"  arriv#d  in  California  on  November  21,  198?, 
f  Dr.  Dantin  that  her  personality  tost  revealed 

vaa  ®u^c^al*  ’plus,  the  argument  want,  she  could  not  properly 
conduct  her  business  unless  she  was  happy  and  could  improve  her 

vm*'  4.°f^COUra?#  Milas  had  just  the  program  for  her.  Indeed, 
Miles  told  Cantin  she  needed  to  discuss  this  iansdiatsly  and  a 
woman  was  available  that  night  for  such  purpose/^  * 

The  woman  with  whom  Dr.  Cantin  spoke  on  December  2,  1988 
??#PaUi5'*£°5rri?c#d  h*r  that  Oi^notica  would  atraightsnout 

confiiiScJniiitSldeIhJ«*hOUl?  for?go  har  to  attend  a  medical 

Paula  tSX  £?nST2^Lt?Kr*S*iva  Dianatic*  processing  instead. 

t°.  f**  Orange  County  franchise,  showing  her  e 
reli9i°uM  philosophy  before  they  left.  Dr.  Cantin  became 

thftts^Cdid4n2t*nl[12tJd  t0  avoid  rali^°«s  groups.  She  was  told 
crLat  sne  aid  not  need  to  worry  because  Scientoloov  vaa  not  hv. 

handle^l  if  Abetter  i^a°raly  tau*ht  an  individual  how  to 

be  S1  5*  °?1  Caatln  wa*  further  told  that  she  would 

’*  J}1^  t0,?a  hfrsalf/  would  not  be  taught  about  God  and  that 
P  epl®  fro*  all  religious  denominations  were  Scientologists. 
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Th*  following  day.  Dr.  Cantin  vas  taken  fro*  h«r  hot*l  to 
th*  orange  County  Scientology  Organization  and  *ign«d  up  for  an 
introductory  program  for  $2,500.  Many  people  started  to  speak  to 
Dr.  cantin  about  a  'Bridge'  in  ScientJlSgy  that  led  people  tT 
spiritual  freedom  resulting  in  an  increased  ability  to  cope  with 
life  and  be  in  control  of  their  environment.  Dr.  Cantin  vas  told 
that  such  results  were  accomplished  by  very  precise  scientific 
methods  that  vorleed  for  everyone.  She  vas  told  that  there  vas  no 
place  else  on  earth  where  such  'technology  on  handling  life'  vas 
offered  and  that  many  of  the  things  that  kept  her  fro*  achievina 
her  full  spiritual  potential  would  be  handled  by  doing  the  ** 
'Bridge.' 

on  Deceaber  6,  1988,  Dr.  Cantin  met  David  Worthen.  Wort hen 
flattered  Dr.  Cantin  regarding  the  rate  of  her  progreee  up  the 
Bridge,  a*  Introduced  her  to  auditing,  telling  her  that  it  vas 
going  to  offer  her  a  quicker  way  to  go  up  the  Bridge  which  many 
doctors  choe*  because  they  vere  more  able  and  thus,  could  advance 
more  quickly.  He  stated  that  auditing  would  enable  her  to 
communicate  with  anyone  about  anything  without  fear  and  enable 
her  to  confront  any  situation  in  her  office,  or  elsewhere, 
without  backing  off.  Worthen  also  told  her  that  she  vas 
attracting  bad  things  to  hersslf  and  that  as  she  vent  up  the 
Bridge  she  would  learn  why  and  how  to  stop  such  attractions.  He 
represents*  to  her  that  Soientology/Dianetice  could  cure  her 
allargiee  and  irritable  bowel  syndrose. 

when  Worthen  asked  Cantin  what  she  wanted  in  order  to  be 
happy,  ehe  aaid  she  wanted  to  have  a  good  relationship  and  to 
improve  her  professional  practice.  She  expressed  greet 
reservations  about  being  involved  in  anything  'religious*  because 
organisations  laid  a  lot  of  guilt  on  people.  Dr. 

Cantin  asserted  that  she  was  gay  and  did  not  want  to  beoose 

t2VSiVId«iSK?°1*nt0}29y  i£  8*xoal  orientation  vas  ever  going 
a  problem  or  if  anyone  would  ever  try  to  change  her. 

Worthen  assured  Dr.  Cantin  that  her  sexuality  would  never  become 

y?-1;???*  thAt  »o«W  MW  .etopt  to  tntwfar.  with 

•J* r  Deingnes#,'  and  that  ehe  was  the  one  who  would  control  the 
decisions  that  vere  aide  regarding  her  life. 

Worthen  how  much  this  would  cost,  he 

U  w.*!*  5°  J5*  8t8t*  of  'clear'  would  cost  $30,000.00 
and  that  she  had  to  decide  immediately  because  the  offer  would 

eon*Mia]Xilal>1?4l4tfr#w  w®rthan  insisted  that  she  decide  to  take 
control  of  her  life  by  buying  Scientology  and  guaranteed  that  ahm 

th21LS!3*?hIJ^r!t  ,H\inatructed  her  to  givThim  a  check  for 
tha*  8he  in  h8r  banJc  account  and  to  call  her  father 
order  to  borrow  the  remainder  of  the  money  required.  Worthen 


a -9^* 
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h«r  father  *on*y  and  tall 

practice.  St.  p.id'  STS .“*,*S,2fo  ci.«. 

th.  o2!  «?ic'^r^o2Sh;twoitS?^cS.n*^\cOT“^ 

stud i ad  on  her  own.  sinew  Dr.  Cantinas  nrimlll  5°  h#r 
improve  har  professional  practice  an*  <«-,.<  f?  c®ncam  v&m  to 
return  to  thi  sterlinS^rSSSi? 's£ **?  °°uld 
returned  to  Ma»»aehu««tta,  .hj’vcold  b?for*  *h* 

ottlem.  Whan  aha  was  returned  to  Starlliw  n.  *®*  her 

provide  to  ...t  with  h.rS?«.  .Ii  r«SlM  hS2!Ultint  ”* 

implaaSnt  t££Sft  JSLSr^UTif  ^2S2?  •**"•*-  to 

22J&2--  =s  o^sL?sr,hSah^tisj?ips?rtt*“  **• 

for  tS^irSF^^i.^.S^a*0  °r“»*  W 

p£33.’&.i&i  SOLTIS**  mMSJETjr&  2 

h^SJ  ^Si?1S^SL^tS;tJf0Uld  ?;•<* h4r  **  to  hSpTnd 

They  insisted  that  Jh^US  J  dSSiSiSi  auditing, 

the  ban*  to  obtain  the  Jonav  iJJ!dla5fly  ***  *°  0411 

Murphy  picked  har  up  at^ar\oSi^^?Ih2^Lf2r,a!5LMary 

£S&2  £2  °“ 

much  tine  in  Scientology.  thOt^hi  hlSXfJ  **#ndin9  •« 

she  poaaeaaedp  and  had^gone  into^dahJ4^  0?  I11***?  ^  that 
purchased.  Mazy  inaiatad  **•  ***  already 

should  max-outlier  credit  CmntJn  bor*o*  *ore  money  and 

Murphy  and  David  Worthant+.0?5d)Lto«paL £( or  thm  ••***«••.  Mary 
obtain  a  scholarship  at  half^rlc*0^^  mbin9  that  aha  could 

being  who  va.  "“Sy  proSJaSSS  S^SMS!  S*  4 

savings,  in  conseauenoa^fth^Ji  bUt  in  f4ct  thora  was  no  real 

January  26,  1939  Sr^?:  tb«  Pressure  and  dacaption,  on 

$10,000.00  low  over  Sl^iJIiinf  and  obtained  a 

purchase  vtha  remainder  of  thi**?*?  n^**44*  h#r  cr*dit  cards  to 
end  Murphy  aUow,d  h.r  to  r.tj“2  .SSiS^’s.SiSn!!?^*" 


S-9'S 
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.  r*turn  to  auditing.  Dr.  Cant in  vas  a ant  to  ethics 

during  the  course  of  which  har  sexual  oriantation  was  Sitloi,.* 
by  tha  athica  officer,  Sharon.  Dr.  Cantin  vaa  inatructad  to 
disconnect  fro.  har  lovar  and  directad  to  change  har  lifestyle 
Dua  to  tha  haraaaaent  about  har  saxual  ity,  DrTcantin  be2.ee 
up*.t  sh.r°n  1MMM  Dr.  c«£2'to  , ilSSunST"" 
psychotharapy  and  to  diaconnact  fro.  har  tharapiat.  sha  finally 
waa  allowed  to  caaaa  athica  processing  and  to  return  to  audit i*2 
avan  though  at  that  tine  aha  vaa  unable  to  caapletTit? 

^^«#2\F*bru*ry  2'  1989 '  K***  >furPhy  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  sha 

5aY!J  hours  left  on  her  account  in  order  to  progress 

up  the  Bridge  to  clear  and  needed  to  pay  an  additional 

^though  Dr.  Cantin  initially  resisted^  paying  this 
additional  $10,000.00,  aha  waa  told  that  this  su.  was  needed 
h.r  to  co.pl.to  bar  .udltin,  wd  th.t  no  1...  IS  If MUS^oSl 
*y^^c**  Murpby  told  bor  sh.  could  not  .tart  inooi  li  | nn  vhlcb 
they  fftijaatad  would  tiki  longer  than  thi  houro  lift  on  account 
Thu.,  ybo  couldn't  Jini«h  h.r  .uditing.  Already  havtll  ilSItld 
S0*}*  tlae,  aon#y  an^  dlatraaa  into  auditing  in  Orange  Countv  Dr 
cantin  borrowed  and  paid  an  additional  $10  J ooo .  OO^Dr  ? ^SJtin 
was  vary  distressed  about  having  to  pay  sore  aoney,  a  dlatraaa 
conc.rning  vhlcb  Mark  stout,  h«r  auditor  and  othm  Ip2nH“St 
;****■  ;««9ing.  Dltlnotcly,  only  1400.00  of  tho  S 
$10,000.00  payaant  vaa  raquirad  to  cosqplata  processing. 

.  .  .  Dr‘  Cantin  vaa  not  abla  to  coaplata  tha  auditing  proora.  and 

°«nga  county  in  March  and  Aprilimte^ 

IllS  Salid  JSSS  !!,?!  Brlf9*  to  ?!•«•  «*»>  aha  rwehad 
CA**ri  Dayia  Wcrthan  told  har  sha  vaa  in  a  'danger  aona*  and 

^^^y  to  the  OT  levels  in  order  to  keep  sovlns  un  the 
? rip  ?ly*^Worth€n  told  har  that  in  doing  aoPsfaawouldP  ^ 
chaMaW?h»J^*  S*!^®***  nagativa  things  to  harsalf  and  how  to 
n^ff?  w°rthan  said  that  although  auditing  had  removed  all 

ss2s  pass-tsar 

KniaSfiuisiSiSai.’';2!.,'qr  rocj“e 

Off  thrbiiS^i*?1?1^  to  ?*r  Pr4ctic*  in  April  1$$$  to  work 
rr  tne  bills  aha  had  accunulated  and  to  aaJca  us  for  the  tine  aha 

SErJEJhid  sh#  wa* not  ti£  9 

starling  had  inatructad  har  to  do  and  in  response  to  har 

sn  at 

osteopaths  far  the  purpose  of  obtaining  referral  business, 
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^MASrSriSSf  *vMUt 

technique?^  P*tlent*  ^  cona*<^«nce  Sf  using  Stewing??  ataent 

While  in  Massachusetts  in  Kay  1989,  or.  Cantln  starts 

J~a£*  fr°*  a  Ssl  OrgwisatiSrJiSbi;^^ 

hsr  to  do  the  L's  prograa  in  Florida  and  told  hsr  that  JSl  Jf9!:- 
left  over  in  California  could  be  transferred  toFlSila^IvS' 6°° 
though  such  transfers  were  usually  prohibited,  when  d?'  JII?*.. 
said  that  she  wanted  her  noney  returned  to  lled  shTvS’tftS^  * 
in  such  case  she  could  never  receive  any  aor^ScuStllw  ** 
trailing  or  services.  She  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  doing  the  L'a 
would  improve  her  professional  practice,  would  reSovi  2? 
that  were  stopping  her  in  life  Ind  would  sby^oSSt  JeT^o  W 
success.  L-ll  would  give  her  a  new  life.  L-iawoui  3  \LSf  w 
^unshaJcable^being*  and  provide  absolute  certainty^bout^er^  “* 
*belngness.  Dr.  Cantln  was  told  that  the  $9,600  in  Oranoe 
County  could  be  transferred  to  Florida,  but  that  Dr  Cant??*w«uiM 

Sr&S&ZSPE'i  to  h**  w©o<i^it2ii  oS3id 

,AA j  ^  £*5  J°  tak*  Place.  Dr.  Cantin  assented  to  an 

additional  $650  being  put  on  her  charge  card,  however  when  *hm 

bea^charged/111'  $1'°°°'  not  $6S0  authorised,  had 

KLbo  1989,  Dr.  Cantin  then  tried  to  start  in  Boston 

the  courses  that  she  had  purchased  to  follow  through  on  attaining 

srawrfs  sr 

y  ^xtemocniie  Sh#  did  not  do  voll  on  thttt  coutm  and 

iv tst  ,~wMtion* fro-  *•<»»  »*»«  to 

and  Januaxy  of  1!H  ud  1990  to  coiii.t?t-U^fflLi«iJt2b?f 
«1h2  va^auu1^  *”*  *“*  Vu 

2“ngUlftS.i2idi'ti^tCthi*f»ij3  h“  th“  »LSthS£'*.. 

t0  «*»»  «2  MS  i.r“  mCoSKut*1” 
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HHii®  PE‘#  Cantin  vaa  doing  the  L's  program.  she  vaa 
approached  by  a  Scientologist  named  David.  David  solicited  Dr 
cantin  to  asks  an  investment  that  would  double  or  triple  in  2-k 
voald  ...l.t  in  th.  prawrv.tlon  ot  ScLntoloJy 
materials.  David  and  another  Scientologist  told  Dr.  cantin  hm. 
.h.  hjd  purehas.d  print,  with  David  .nd  ^ 

doubled  her  aoney  within  one  year,  me  three  of  them  proceeded 
to  Gallery  8S  to  inspect  the  prints.  David  promised  thatin  a 
few  years  when  Dr.  Cantin  wanted  to  sell  the  prints.  Oallerv  at 

SFiSSffiS.S?-  sh* 

d.r.  &*fflW2!'t£  rS^i^rS.i^S/^s. 

buil0?f??  *  Cantin  continued  her  Scientology  courses, 

but  at ill  got  nowhere,  she  decided  to  stop.  After tremendous 
pressure  and  harassment  from  the  scientologists  at  the  Boston* 
Organiiation.  she  assented  to  speak  with  Tom  Dewingart  at  the 
Boston  Org.  she  told  him  that  she  got  nowhere  with  Seientoloov 

the  •  which  were  very  expensive  and 
touted  as  the  most  powerful  scientological  programs  available 
She  also  advised  him  that  any  benefit  she  obtained  from  auditing 
was  short-lived  at  best.  Toi  convinced  Or.  Cantin  SSb  ^ 

Scientology  worJcsd  for  everyone/  that  were  problems  were  Brobatiiv 

r,pair  “■* t0  r*tura  to 

worked  for  the  state  department  of  revenue  in  Massachusetts  she 
was  an  illegal  PC  and  could  receive  no further ^uditSS!  ?r 
Cantin  demanded  her  money  back,  carol  Schwarts.  Dr.  Canting 
auditor,  brought  anothsr  auditor  to  apeak  to  Or.  Cantin  she 

C*ntln*that  the] Bridgets  tl^only 
vh f 2nd  no  P1*®*  in  the  world 

caJtin^I.^2  5;C!Ay?  BUeh  ^ruction  and  assistance.  Dr. 

?**  told  that  the  reason  sha  had  so  many  problem  in 

W*f  was  not  trained  in  the  *tech#  and 

cauriai  5°  obtain  such  training/  she  had  to  complate  bar 

her  to  Massachusetts  wheSTShe  resum. 


her  eoun«a  UmZIZll  ww  na»««caUMm  WnSTS  She  resumed 

f °ur***‘  Having  no  gains/  she  was  sent  to  ethics.  As  pert: 
tech  in*  wm*  told  that  when  one  cannot  get  the 

K  5^  ®°*ton/  Dr.  Cantin  told  staff  member  Jan  Borowskl  that 

cantin  te^t&ke^h^flT*  Vith  Sci®«tology.  Borowskl  told  Dr. 

t©  s^ke  the  false  purpose  rundown  to  handle  her  beingness 
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because  being  gay  vaa  related  to  sons  kind  of  false  or  avll 
purposa.  Borowski  strongly  recommended  the  rundown  because  Dr. 
Cantin  had  already  put  so  auch  tine,  aoney  and  effort  into 
Scientology.  Dr.  Cantin  paid  the  $10,000.00  to  take  the  false 
purpose  rundown.  She  got  nothing  out  of  the  rundown. 

In  July  1991,  Dr.  Cantin  coanenced  procedures  to  obtain  a 
refund  of  her  aoney  froaa  Scientology  and  to  disconnect  from  it 
because  she  was  feeling  ripped  off.  As  part  of  the  alleged 
refund  procedure,  Dr.  Cantin  was  directed  to  return  to  Florida  to 
speak  with  staff  aeabers  there.  Upon  her  arrival  in  Florida,  Dr. 
Cantin  was  taken  to  Wanda,  the  ethics  officer.  Dr.  Cantin  told 
Wanda  that  she  wanted  the  results  that  everyone  told  her  she 
should  receive  froa  the  L/s  and  auditing  or  her  aoney  back. 

Wanda  said  she  would  review  Dr.  Cantin  'a  case  and  decide  what  to 
do. 


Wanda  set  up  another  review  for  Dr.  Cantin  as  well  as  a 
repair  of  her  previous  auditing.  Then,  Dr.  Cantin  was  told  to 
take  the  Key  to  Life  course  and  the  Life  Orientation  course  which 
would  get  her  back  on  track.  She  was  taken  to  the  International 
Association  of  Scientologists  whers  she  was  told  how  lnportant  it 
was  for  bar  to  help  the  association  in  fighting  Scientology's 
battles.  She  was  told  that  the  only  way  that  ahe  could  obtain  a 
25%  discount  on  the  courses  that  she  was  taking  was  to  obtain  a 
lifetime  aeabership  in  IAS  for  $2,000.00. 


when  Dr .  Cantin  inquired  how  she  could  nost  rapidly  consists 
the  program  in  order  to  taka  away  as  little  tins  as  possible  from 
her  practice,  she  was  told  that  the  duration  of  the  course#,  if 
uninterrupted,  was  5»€  weeks  and  could  be  acconpl i shed  fastest  on 
a  ship  called  the  Freewinds.  For  $13,696.00  Dr.  cantin  wae  sold 
the  Key  to  Life  and  Life  Orientation  course#  and  five  weeks 
accomodations  on  the  Freewinds.  She  was  not  advised  of  any 
particular  restriction#  or  requirement# •  Before  she  left  Florida 
in  July  1991  she  wae  sent  again  to  Wanda  in  ethioe  who  advised 
her  that  ahe  should  suppress  her  lesbian  feelings  and  direct  her 
roaantio  inclination#  toward  man. 


Returning  to  Massachusetts,  Dr.  cantin  iivVt  arrangements  to 
taka  one  month  off  from  her  practice,  she  elsTattesptedtodete 
men,  but  found  this  unnatural.  Shortly  thereafter,  she  beesae 
*■?  *  fulfilling  relationship  with  a  woman  concerning 
whioh  she  told  her  auditor  in  Florida,  who  approved.  Dr.  Cantin 
coanenced  inquiries  regarding  bringing  her  friend  on  the 

vitl?  ker.  Ultimately,  Beatrice,  the  security  officer 
for  the  Freewinds  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  she  was  a  security 
clearance  reject  because  of  her  gay  relationship.  Further, 
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alloyed  on  the  ship  because  she  was  out  ethice.  °* 

Despite  her  continuing  efforts  since  October  ioei  *.*>*.< 

^^.s;.’13'494-00' w-  '*»«"'•  £**" 

^^r&rofX.c“hln’  -WKIASE-S  Si01* 

1A  i  offer  will  be  open  for  30  days  provided  that  bv  T«it» 

10,  1992,  you  confirm,  in  writing,  that  the  runnineSf  5f1July 

assn:  *•  — •&  — 

»y  kiSf o?&M‘?»Su^2pJSff?JStt^*SeP*p“  - 

necessarily  United,  to'any  paperi  r2g«di£j7 *' 

(1)  Any  financial  arrangements  leading  to  the  payment  of 

then-present  and  future  goods  and  servieLftS-^T »» 
Scientology-related  organisation;  and/or  y 

(2)  Dr.  Cantin' s  auditing  files. 
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Pl«aM  confira  your  agreeaent  regarding  the  suspension  of 
all  statutes  of  liaitations.  otherwise,  Dr.  Cantin  will  be 
required  to  file  suit  In  order  to  stop  all  such  statutes  froa 
running.  -  ’ — 


:acg 

Ends,  (not  sent  vith  telecopy) 

cci  Denise  cant in,  D.O.  (by  fax  and  by  aail  with  enclosures) 
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Deaiae  Caatia,  D.o. 
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Sterling  Kanageaent: 


Scientology, 

Scientology, 

Gallery  88 

Scientology, 

Scientology, 

Scientology, 


orange  County 
Clearwater 

Boeton 
freewlnde 
San  Pranoleco 


international  Aee.  Seientologleta 


$14,388.00 

84.307.25 
15,855. 00 
11,500.00 
11,835.00 

13.858.25 
2,000.00 
2,000.00 


TOTAL  DEMUR) 


9188,181.88 
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